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REAL ESTATE AND CONSTRUCTION SUBCOMMITTEE CONSIDERA- 
TION OF ARMY DISPOSAL PROJECT NO. 136A, SAN JACINTO 
ORDNANCE DEPOT, HOUSTON, TEX. 


Hovss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR REAL Estate AND CONSTRUCTION, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, May 13, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. Philip J. Philbin (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Putrain. The committee will come to order. 

Members of the committee, we have for consideration this morning 
Army disposal project No. 136A, which involves a proposal to make the 
San Jacinto Ordnance Depot near Houston, Tex., available to the 
Administrator of General Services Administration for sale in accord- 
ance with the provision of section 109 of the act of August 20, 1958, 
which is the military construction law for fiscal year 1959. 

We are fortunate in having with us this morning both our distin- 
guished chairman, Mr. Vinson, and our distinguished ranking minor- 
ity member, Mr. Arends, and they are both indeed very welcome here 
for our hearing. 

I think we are all quite familiar with the San Jacinto Ordnance De- 
pot from testimony which was given the full committee during its 
consideration of the military construction bill last year. 

Suffice it to say perhaps that after considerable deliberation both in 
the House and in the Senate, a requirement was placed in the law that 
the Secretary of the Army must make available to the Administrator 
of the General Services Administration the San Jacinto Ordnance 
Depot “unless the Secretary of Defense finds after due investigation 
that such action would be inimical to the national security.” 

The Secretary of Defense by letter dated March 6, 1959, advised the 
chairman of the full committee that the disposal of the San Jacinto 
Depot and its outloading terminal “will not be inimical to the national 
security.” 

Since all disposals of property involving a value in excess of $25,000 
must come before the Armed Services Committee, the Army has sub- 
mitted the project which we have before us today. 

Since we have a number of witnesses from the Department of De- 
fense and the General Services Administration, as well as a witness 
representing the port of Houston, I would like to outline the order 
in which the witnesses will be heard in order that the hearing may 
proceed in a logical expenditious fashion. ; 

First, we will hear a joint statement by Hon. Perkins McGuire and 
Hon. Floyd Bryant, both Assistant Secretaries of Defense. I under- 
stand that Mr. Bryant will make the actual presentation. 
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Next, we will hear Hon. Courtney Johnson, Assistant Secretary 
of the Army, and such of his associates as appear necessary. 

We will then hear from Messrs. J. P. Turner and J. L. Lockett, Jr., 
general manager and counsel for the port of Houston, respectively. 

Lastly, we will hear Hon. Franklin Floete, Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services, in connection with the plans for the actual disposal of 
this property. 

I wish to point out that the project which the members have before 
them is a new version of the project to which has been added a new 
paragraph 4 relating to rights-of-way and spoil disposal in connec- 
tion with the Houston ship channel. This involves a matter which 
only very recently came to the attention of the committee. I will 
ask that Assistant Secretary Johnson refer to this portion of the 
project during his testimony to explain its implications. It is in 
connection with this part of the project also that Messrs. Turner 
and Lockett will testify. 

Of course, we will also have Members of the House, colleagues of 
ours, who may desire to give their testimony. They will be given an 
opportunity to present their views in due course. 

Now at this time, then, I will ask Assistant Secretary Bryant and 
Assistant Secretary McGuire to present their testimony. 

You may proceed, gentlemen. We appreciate very much your 
presence here this morning. 

Secretary Bryant. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puizein. Go right ahead with your statement. 

Secretary Bryanr. I am Floyd S. Bryant, Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Properties and Installations, and appearing with me is 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, Supply and Logistics, Mr. Perkins 
McGuire. 

Because the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot involves both logistics 
and installations considerations, we have a mutual responsibility in 
this area. In the interest of time and to avoid duplication we have 
taken the liberty of submitting to the committee a joint statement 
which reflects our combined views with respect to Department of the 
Army disposal project No. 136 for the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee to 
clarify the situation regarding the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot 
and Outloading Terminal and to explain the basic considerations upon 
which Mr. McElroy concluded that its disposal would not be inimi- 
cal to the security of the United States. 

Section 104 of the fiscal year 1957 Military Construction Authoriza- 
tion Act, Public Law 968, 84th Congress, 2d session, required the 
Army to initiate certain studies in connection with the relocation of 
— ition storage and outloading facilities located at San Jacinto, 

ex. 

In June 1956, the Senate Armed Services Committee (S. Rept. 
2364) requested both the Army and Navy to reevaluate their entire 
ammunition outloading and storage facilities. 

As a result of these congressional actions as well as the provisions 
of DOD Directive 4165.20 (Utilization and Retention of Real Prop- 
erty), the Army submitted a report on San Jacinto, dated July 27, 
1956, and a study of San Jacinto, dated November 1956, in which 
they recommended retention of San Jacinto. 
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In our review of these studies we felt that the retention of San 
Jacinto had not be adequately justified, and the Army was no noti- 
fied on August 16, 1957. 

The Army restudied the San Jacinto question and reiterated their 
requirement for the retention of San Jacinto, in a memorandum to 

my office dated November 18, 1957. 

The entire matter was under discussion between the Army and our 
offices when section 109 of Public Law 85-685, 85th Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, was enacted into law in August 1958. This section authorized 
and directed the Secretary of the Army to dispose of San Jacinto 

“unless the Secretary of Defense finds after due investigation that 
such action would be inimical to the national security.” 

In discharging his responsibilities under section 109, the Secretary 
of Defense decided to retain the services of a national prominent 
consultant firm to make a thorough study of the entire Department 
of Defense complex of ammunition outloading terminals in the 
United States. The firm of Booz, Allen & Hamilton of New York 
and Chicago was retained to make this study. While the terminal 
study was underway our staffs conducted a study of ammunition 
storage space. Both of these studies were based upon ammunition 
requirements furnished by the military services in accordance with 
planning guidance that had been issued on April 8, 1958. 

It is important that this committee recognize the difference be- 
tween these two recent studies and those made previously by the 
Army. The studies made by the Army were based upon a compari- 
son of Army ammunition requirements and terminal outloading capa- 
bilities. 

As a result of this comparison, the Army concluded that it needed 
San Jacinto. Recent studies directed by the Secretary of Defense 
were based upon a review of the combined ammunition requirements 
and the total outloading terminal and ammunition storage capaci- 
ties of all Army and Navy facilities. By comparing our total De- 
partment of Defense ammunition requirements with our total facility 
capability to outload this ammunition, a different conclusion resulted. 

The results of these two studies clearly indicated that disposal of 
the storage and terminal facilities at San Jacinto would not. be inimi- 
cal to the security of the United States. This conclusion was based 
upon the following summary of the studies conducted by Booz, Allen 

& Hamilton, and by our staffs. 

The total amount of Department of Defense igloo and magazine 
storage space which is available is 69.6 million ; gross square feet. 
Storage space required for the total DOD mobilization reserve ma- 
terial requirement is 52.2 million square feet. 

However, since it is not probable that we will reach the mobilization 
reserve objective, the military departments furnished information as 
to the assets they expected to have on M-day. Storage space required 
for the anticipated M-day assets is 38.7 million square feet. Thus it 
appears obvious that the difference of 17.4 million square feet between 
the mobilization reserve material requirement and available space, or 
the difference of 30.9 million square feet between the endicnetel M-day 
assets and the available space, can more than absorb the 430,000 square 
feet of storage space at San Jacinto. 
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The igloo and magazine storage space at San Jacinto which com- 
prises the depot portion of this installation is a safe fac ility in‘accord- 
ance with the standards established by the Armed Services Explosives 

Safety Board. 

However, outloading terminal facilities of San Jacinto are safe 
only to the extent of 1,100 gross tons of ammunition. These standards 
are based upon the proximity of civilian buildings and structures, 
The limit of 1,100 tons is not sufficient to fill a norm: al cargo ship whic ‘h 
ordinarily holds approximately 7,000 gross tons of ammunition. 

Under these conditions a full ship cannot be loaded with ammunition 
and still remain within the safety standards established by the Ex- 
plosives Safety Board. 

In a report of inspection by a safety engineer from the Board on 
March 24, 1958, it was stated that if the San Jacinto terminal were to 
be used, “a spec ial waiver from the Office of Chief of Ordnance would 
be required because of its location with respect to inside and outside 
targets.” Thus either a waiver would have to be obtained or the 
ammunition would have to be barged some 50 miles to a safe anchorage 
in Galveston Bay for loading on shipboard. The safe limit of 1,100 
gross tons of ammunition was mathematically calculated from quan- 
tity -safety distance tables established by the Explosives Safety Board. 

Since San Jac into is not a safe outloading terminal for full ship- 
loads of ammunition, it is not being used at the present time. How- 
ever, in the event of a general war, it might be necessary to waive 
certain safety requirements, and therefore its capability was included 
in our study of ammunition outloading requirements under general 
war conditions. 

The total Department of Defense outloading capability on the east 
and gulf coasts, under general war conditions, assuming a uniform 
demand, is 1.25 million tons per month. Assuming that the demand 
will be intermittent, or in other words, that the outloading workload 
will vary from day to day, the total capability on the east and gulf 
coasts is 1.02 million tons per month. 

The peak outloading requirement for these coasts is 733,000 tons 
per month. It therefore also appears obvious that the difference of 
517,000 tons between capability under uniform demand conditions 
and requirements, or the difference of 287,000 tons between the capa- 
bility under intermittent demand conditions and requirements, can 
more than make up then for the 63,000 tons per month capability of 
San Jacinto. 

Although the study revealed that there is a deficiency of 165,000 tons 
per month of outloading terminal capacity on the west coast when 
compared with the peak requirements, the capability of San Jacinto 
to compensate for this deficiency is not required since the other east 
and gulf coast terminals have sufficient capability and they have at 
least the same steaming time advantage to the west coast. 

It was further concluded by these studies that the need for a storage 
depot adjacent to an outloading terminal may be desirable but is not 
essential. Some of the Army inland depots are within 2 days trans- 
portation time of an outloading terminal. Thus the required ammu- 
nition could be at the terminal at about the time the cargo ships arrive 
for loading. 

The above summary merely highlights the basis for the Department 
of Defense conclusion that the disposal of San Jacinto would not be 
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inimical to the national security. However, should this committee 
desire additional information with respect ’to the details of these 
studies, it will be our pleasure to furnish you with copies of the studies. 

Mr. Pumpin. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. You have 
made a very fine and comprehensive statement. 

Now, I understand that the Army somewhere along the line has 
changed its mind about this matter. They opposed the disposal in 
the first instance and then after the research they had made and after 
consultations, they are agreeable to the disposal and that is their 
position at the present time. 

Secretary Bryant. I would prefer to have them speak for them- 
se ‘Ives, But actually, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

The determination by the Secretary has been accepted by the Army. 

I think the Army will tell you that looking at it from its own stand- 
point, which is not inconsistent with what T have said here, and in an 
excess of caution would perhaps have preferred to retain San Jacinto. 
But looking at it from the standpoint of the Defense Department as 
a whole and taking into consideration the additional assistance which 
can be rendered and is capable of being rendered by other departments, 
particularly the Navy, I believe they will say that the conclusion as an 
overall result is proper. 

Mr. Puitern. You are familiar with the letter sent by the Secretary 
of Defense to the chairman of the committee favoring the disposal 
project that we have before us this morning ? 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puitein. Of course, we will make that part of the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, March 6, 1959. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the provisions of section 109, Pub- 
lic Law 85-685, I have had a thorough study made regarding the need for the 
Department of Defense to retain the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot. 

As a result of my review of this study, I find that disposal of the San Ja- 
cinto Ordnance Depot and its outloading terminal will not be inimical to the 
national security. This study has also revealed that there is no need for the 
construction of a replacement ammunition outloading terminal at Point-Aux- 
Pins, Ala. 

I have advised the Secretary of the Army of my findings and requested him 
to initiate pa gry action with the General Services Administration for the 
disposal of the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot in accordance with the provisions of 
section 109 of Public Law 85-685. 

Sincerely, 
NEIL McELRoy. 

Mr. Puitern. Mr. Arends, would you like to inquire ? 

Mr. Arenps. Are you going to have the Army witness first? I 
would prefer to wait until you have the Army witness. 

Mr. Putten. Mr. Bray, do you have some questions ? 

Mr. Bray. I deferto Mr. Arends. 

Mr. Pattern. Mr. Osmers ? 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Philbin. 

I just thought in listening to the statement on page 4—I was just 
wondering where you quote the limit of 1,100 tons there—— 

Secretary Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Osmers. I wonder how many tons were handled during the 
Korean war, if you handled ammunition at all out of there? 
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Secretary McGuire. I will answer that question. Is it all right 
with you? 

Secretary Bryant. All right. This being a joint arrangement— 
Mr. McGuire, of course, is handling the logistics and supply end of 
this thing and with your permission he will answer that question. 

Secretary McGuire. Mr. Chairman, the Korean war began in June 
of 1950. The first shipments out of San Jacinto were in November 
1951. 

The next shipment was in July of 1952. The first shipments in 
November 1951 amounted to approximately 8,650 tons. 

Mr. Osmers. Was that—I am thinking now from the standpoint of 
safety, Mr. McGuire—was that in one cargo? 

Secretary McGuire. As near as I can determine it, Mr. Osmers, 
this was probably a broken cargo; that is, more than one ship. Now 
I can’t be actually accurate on that point. 

Mr. Purser. Do you know how it was loaded, whether is was 
loaded under a waiver or whether it had to be loaded from lighters? 

Secretary McGuire. Do you know the specific answer to that, Mr. 
Caputo ? 

Mr. Caputo. My name is Mr. Caputo, staff director in Mr. Mc- 
Guire’s office. 

Waivers were granted at San Jacinto at that time. 

Mr. Putiern. So the Department was concerned about safety fac- 
tors in loading such a large quantity of ammunition? 

Secretary McGutre. Yes. 

Mr. Osmers. But they were waived. 

Secretary McGuire. At that time. 

Mr. Osmers. During the Korean war. 

Secretary McGuire. To clarify the record, I believe that in the 
event of another national emergency similar to Korea, waivers, such 
as this, would probably be granted. 

Mr. Putern. This is the position of the Department, that you def- 
initely and wholeheartedly support this disposal project ? 

Secretary McGutrz. I do; yes. 

Mr. Puts. Mr. Secretary—the Secretary of Defense and the 
Defense Department and the Army ¢ 

Secretary McGuire. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puitern. And everyone concerned here solidly favors the proj- 
ect and you are speaking in support of it at this hearing? 

Secretary McGuime. I can speak, Mr. Chairman, only in the same 
context that Mr. Bryant spoke. I am in the Secretary of Defense’s 
Office and in this respect I believe the conclusions reached in this 
report are adequate and give full consideration to all the aspects 
involved. It should be recognized, of course, that we are talking 
in terms of the total requirements and total capabilities of the De- 
partment of Defense in this field. 

Mr. Puteri. Mr. Vinson, do you have some questions ? 
Mr. Vinson. No questions. 

Mr. Putin. Mr. Bennett? Do you have some questions? 
Mr. Bennett. No questions. 

Mr. Putian. The gracious lady from New York? 

Mrs. St. Georcr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Secretary, I notice on the last page of your statement you say— 
and I am going to read it again so we can all try and see what I am 
driving at anyway. 

Although the study revealed that there is a deficiency of 165,000 tons per 
month of outloading terminal capacity on the west coast when compared with 
the peak requirements, the capability of San Jacinto to compensate for this 
deficiency is not required since the other east and gulf coast terminals have 
sufficient capability and they have at least the same steaming time advantage 
to the west coast. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, there was some question as to replacing San 
Jacinto; in other words, moving this installation to some other point. 

I understand from this sentence in your report that that would not 
be necessary ; that if San Jacinto is abandoned we don’t need it anyway 
and we will get along perfectly well without it. At least that is the 
way I read the text. Am I correct in that statement ? 

Secretary McGuire. Mrs. St. George, the way the study comes out 
is that we have an overall surplus capacity in our assets on the east and 
gulf coasts. 

We have a deficiency on the west coast. I think the Army will agree 
with this point. 

We have not as yet arrived at any conclusion as to the specific 
methods to be adopted in order to eliminate the west coast deficiency. 
This matter is now being comprehensively studied and I am confident 
we will have a solution by the end of 1959. If you were to ask me now 
whether we will need to construct additional outloading facilities on 
the west coast, my best estimate of the situation is that we will. 

However, the extent to which we can reduce the amount of new 
construction by improved operations and expansion of existing facili- 
ties, is one of the expected results of the study that is now underway. 

We want to be very careful in selecting and recommending the most 
economical method or combination of methods to effec ‘tively eliminate 
the west. coast deficiency and this requires some further study. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Well, Mr. Secretary, it is a very different picture 
if you say a place can be abandoned because it is not needed or if you 
say it is going to be abandoned but another one will take its place. I 
think we have gone through an awful lot of that, personally I think 
unnecessarily. 

We start something that apparently we can’t finish, and then we 
have to go to somebody else or some other locality and spend more 
money to get exactly the same result. That is why I was rather 
pleased, I may say, to read this sentence in the report, because I think 
after all, if a thing is not needed, why, of course, no one is going to 
object to abandoning it. 

But if we are simply abandoning it to jump to some other locality, 
I don’t think it has the same appeal. 

Secretary Bryant. May I attempt to answer that ? 

Mrs. St. Grorce. I wish you would. 

Secretary Bryant. I can see what is bothering you, Mrs. St. George. 

This particular outloading facility will not ‘take care of the prob- 
lem on the west coast. We have other facilities in excess of our re- 
quirements on the east coast to augment the west coast problem. We 
don’t need San Jacinto for that purpose. What we do need, however, 
is a west coast establishment, regardless of what we have on the east 
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coast at the present time, which, as has been developed in the past and 
was certainly clarified as a result of the overall review which was 
undertaken in response to this problem. 

Does that further clarify the problem ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Well, to a certain extent. 

In other words, whether San Jacinto remains as it is or not, you 
will still have to have another outloading installation on the west 
coast ? 

Secretary Bryant. That is correct, exactly. 

Secretary McGuire. I would like to clarify that a little further, 
Mrs. St. George. You are correct in your conclusions, that whether 
or not San Jacinto remains as a storage facility and outloading ter- 
minal, we still need additional capacity on the west coast, since that 
coast serves an area in the world which is extremely important to us. 

I think it is important also to recognize that in San Jacinto there 
are 430,000 square feet. This is approximately six-tenths of 1 percent 
of the total DOD existing space—six-tenths of 1 percent, or if you 
take just the Army, it is approximately 1.1 percent of the total exist- 
ing space. 

So, we are not talking here in terms of a significant proportion of 
existing space. I think this helps you to put this in perspective. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. St. Grorcr. Might I just say one thing, which is perhaps ir- 
relevant, in regard to San Jacinto. 

I think it qualifies under a very old rhyme which says, “Why was I 
ever begun for if I were so soon to be done for ?” 

Mr. Putter. Mr. Osmers. 

Mr. Osmers. There are just three questions that come in mind in 
considering the disposal of one of these facilities, Mr. Chairman. 

How long did it take to acquire and build and put this into op- 
eration originally? In the basic information sheet that we have here, 
I believe it mentions 1941 and 1942. Do either of the witnesses, Mr. 
Chairman, have any information ? 

Secretary McGuire. I don’t have in that respect. 

Secretary Bryant. I think it was during—was it the Second World 
War? 

Mr. Osmers. 1941 and 1942. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Osmers. Reading from the information sheet of the Depart- 
ment of the Army, it says that San Jacinto Ordance Depot was es- 
tablished in 1941-42. I was wondering whether it occupied 2 years 
to acquire 

Secretary Bryanr. I think—we have here Army representatives, 
particularly in that area, who might be able to answer the question, 
which is I think how long did it take to make an effective-—— 

Mr. Osmers. From the time of the decision. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Osmers. To establish until it was in operation. Was it a year 
or 2 years? 





Mr. Pum. I would suggest the gentleman get that information 
from the Army witnesses, 

Mr. Osmers. All right. I think that is possibly a good idea, Mr. 
Chairman. Then I will ask these two other questions: 
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In the event that this facility is sold by the Governmeny, I am 
sure—though at the moment we think we have excess capacity, I 
am sure—— 

Secretary McGuire. I think we know we have. 

Mr. Osmers. We know we have. I am sure that if we ever had to 
look at another ammunition or storage and outloading center on the 
east or gulf coasts, that we would probably have a very serious prob- 
lem to locate one near deep water within the s: ona requirements that 
are given here in the statement that we have just heard. 

The next question that I would like to ask is that in the study 
that was made by Booz, Allen & Hamilton, that was mentioned on 
page 2 of the statement, was any estimated made as to the return that 
the Government will receive on its $15 million investment ? 

Sec retary McGuire. No, I don’t think so, Mr. Osmers, 

The Secretary of eatery in facing this problem, was addressing 
himself to a congressional directive that he had to review this matter 
and make a decision on the basis of essentiality of San Jacinto to the 
security of the United States. I person: ally, and I am sure Mr. 
sryant also, tried to look at this thing in the context that was di- 
rec ‘ted by Congress. 

Mr. Osmers. I can understand that, Mr. Chairman. But I wonder 
whether anyone in the Defense Department has made an estimate of 
the probable recovery that the Government might get there / 

Secretary Bryant. Well, we have some estimates, yes, sir, and they, 
of course, are elastic because of circumstances which can’t possibly 
be foreseen. I am sure you will understand. 

But our estimate of the value—and this I believe is agreed to by 
Mr. McGuire—is in the order of $1414 million to $22 million. 

You will recall from the fact sheet that the present—the original 
cost of the land and the improvements thereon totaled $1: 3,995,896. 
That may not reflect present value so far as improvements are con- 
cerned, and it may not reflect the land value as of the time that it was 
obtained. 

So this estimate of ours, on the order of $1414 million to $22 million, 
is the best “guesstimate,” if you will. 

Mr. Osmers. Would that be based upon possibly oil being located 
there or would that be based on an increase in the value of the land— 
the buildings are highly specialized. I wouldn’t think they would 
command any such increased price 

Secretary Bryant. It hasn't anything to do with any estimate of 
oil. Ican answer that. It is an attempt to estimate the present value 
of this land largely from an industrial usage standpoint. 

Mr. Puitern. Does the gentleman have any information that there 
is oil on the land ¢ 

Secretary Bryant. The Department of Defense has no information 
to that effeet. 

Mr. Puitern. Do the surveys indicate that there is oil on that land ? 

Mr. Ketiener. Mr, Chairman, may I make a statement on that? 

Mr. Putter. Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Ketiener. The law requires that all mineral rights, including 
gas and oil, in the lands to be conveyed should be reserved to the United 
States. Sothey would not be an element of value. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Puizern. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Regarding two matters that were brought up during the 
questioning, what was that statement regarding Jacinto had 1.1 per- 
cent of the necessary capacity? What was that? I mean, is that 
loading capacity # 

Secretary McGurre. Storage capacity, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Storage capacity ? 

Secretary McGuire. We have the total, if you wish, call it assets. 
I am now talking in square feet of storage capacity ; 69.6 million, and 
I pointed out 

Mr. Bray. 69.6 million what ? 

Secretary McGuire. Square feet. 

Mr. Bray. Square feet ¢ 

Secretary McGuire. And I pointed out here that San Jacinto has 
430,000 square feet. 

Mr. Bray. Then what was the six-tenths of 1 percent? Is that the 
percentage ¢ 

Secretary McGuire. Well, the six-tenths of 1 percent is the per- 
centage based on the overall capacity—San Jacinto compared to the 
overall DOD. That is Army, Navy— 

Mr. Bray. That is on the storage space ? 

Secretary McGuire. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. Not loading space? 

Secretary McGuire. It is storage capacity. 

Mr. Bray. Storage capacity ? 

Secretary McGuire. Now the 1.1 percent is the relationship to that 
which the Army has and is using at the present moment. 

Mr. Bray. Now, that has nothing to do with your dock space 
there, does it ? 

Secretary McGuire. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Shipping space. You can load two ships at a time there, 
is that correct ? 

Secretary McGuire. The pier at San Jacinto can physically ac- 
commodate two ships but not more than about 1,100 tens can be 
loaded within the safety limits. 

Mr. Bray. Why did you use the 1,100 tons? 

Secretary McGuire. We use the 1,100 tons because this is the maxi- 
mum allowance that can be safely loaded. 

Now the 1,100 tons, sir, is made up of approximately 275 tons of 
what you and I would refer to as explosives. The difference is the 
metal casings and the shipping container which made up the total 
ammunition load. 

Mr. Bray. The reason you have that limitation is because of the 
danger of an explosion ¢ 

Secretary McGuire. That is correct. Tables have been developed 
by the Armed Services Explosive Safety Board which indicate the 
relationship between weight of explosive and the distance from point 
of concentration to various types of structures. Fundamentally, this 
weight distance relationship is designed to assure that if an explosion 
does occur at one of the concentration points there will be slight, or 
no damage, to the surrounding structures. 

Mr. Bray. That was known to the Department of the Army in 1941 
and 1942 when this was built, wasn’t it ¢ 
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Secretary Bryant. Not necessarily all of it—may I answer that, 
Mr. Bray ¢ 

There has been, as you well know, considerable industrial develop- 
ment along the ship channel. I can’t say as of this moment that the 
circumstances that existed at the time that this installation was estab- 
lished there would not have been considerably safer from the stand- 
point of the rules and regulations of the explosives safety board. 

What we are talking about is the effect today. 

Mr. Bray. What you mean is that there have been developments 
coming in closer to where this present location is? 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. The development along the ship 
channel has been rather fantastic in terms of time and volume. 

Mr. Bray. Then perhaps there was an error made in not getting 
more than 4,800 acres at that time? 

Secretary Bryant. No, sir; I wouldn’t say that. Because, as has 
been explained here, the 4,800 acres used for ammunition storage is 
safe within these standards. 

It is a question of what happens when you load a ship and bring it 
out. ‘Then at that point the impingement of adjacent industrial con- 
struction and industrial activities becomes a factor which is not in- 
volved in the storage. 

Mr. Bray. You mean an explosion going down the channel ? 

Secretary Bryant. Both at the point of leaving and at the point 
of moving. 

Mr. Bray. What is that? 

Secretary Bryant. Both at the point of departure and in movement. 

Mr. Bray. And 

Secretary Bryant. You see, it is approximately 50 miles, Mr. Bray, 
from this loading terminal, off-loading terminal to the gulf. 

Mr. Bray. So there are two factors involved. One would be that 
the situation is changed from the date it was built, and that is the in- 
dustrial places at the places where it is loaded and also in the channel 
going down to the gulf? 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Both of them would be factors. What is the name of 
this firm that, you employed ? 

Secretary Bryant. Booz, Allen & Hamilton. 

Mr. Bray. When did you employ those, that firm ? 

Secretary Bryant. I would have to get that date. We have it here. 

Secretary McGuire. Sometime in the latter part of August or the 
early part of September. I will give you the specific date, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. It was after this matter was considered by this commit- 
tee and also on the floor; is that correct ? 

Secretary McGume. This firm 

Mr. Bray. And you made no such survey before it came up, before, 
have you? 

Secretary Bryant. Not through that same source. 

Mr. Bray. Then the Department of Defense reached the opinion 
and then they hired the experts and they reached the same decision 
as the Department of Defense, generally ? 

Secretary Bryant. No, sir. We have been questioning—as what I 
just read here indicates—for some time, as well as the Congress has 

een questioning for some time, the overall problem of probable ex- 
cess of this type of facility. 
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From the standpoint of my office—and a good deal of this is done 
jointly with Mr. McGuire’s office—we go back to August of 1957 in 
asking for a justification for the retention of San Jacinto. 

Mr. Bray. No. What I mean, Mr. Secretary, is this: I mean that 
the Department of Defense recommended last year—didn’t they ? 

Secretary Bryant. The Department of Defense—— 

Mr. Bray. Recommended that this be abandoned last year, didn’t 
they ? 

Secretary Bryant. Well, we have—in what forum are you speak- 
ing’ Inthis committee? 

We have been recommending to the Army for a period of 24% to 3 
years a further study and a more intensive study of their overall re- 
quirements, including San Jacinto. It was one of those which in 
our opinion might be shown to be excess and which we thought would 
be excess. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Secretary, I won't pursue this further. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. But this matter did come before us last year, didn’t it, 
around July, I believe it was / 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And you recommended it be disposed of ? 

Secretary Bryant. We were not asked, I believe, at that time. I 
think the Army appeared and in response to questions made certain 
statements as to the need that they felt they had for this. I do not 
believe the Department of Defense was asked for its opinion by this 
committee. 

Mr. Arenps. Will the gentleman yield right there ? 

Mr. Bray. Iam through. 

Mr. Puinprn. Mr. Arends. 

Mr. Arenps. I think the Secretary knows how I feel about this whole 
matter. So will limit some of my questions. 

Due to the fact, Mr. Chairman, that I must go to another meeting 
at a quarter of twelve, I am going to take a few minutes and respect- 
fully ask that after the other witnesses have appeared—I will try to 
get back if I can—that I may be privileged to continue the question- 
ing, whether it is today or tomorrow, or whenever it may be, before 
you close these hearings. 

Mr. Puiteix. We will be glad to have your full interrogation when 
convenient to you during the course of the hearings. 

Mr. Arenps. Thank you very much. 

In the first place, in answer to the question Mr. Bray just proposed, 
Mr. Secretary, I don’t think the Department of Defense testified 
last year at all on this as to what should be done, right ? 

Secretary Bryant. That is right. 

Mr. Arenps. The Secretary of Defense did not testify—you or the 
Secretary of Defense did not testify in relation to San Jacinto last 
year? 

Secretary Bryant. That is correct. 

Mr. Arenps. That is right. 

Secretary Bryant. The Army did. That is right. 

Mr. AreNnps. I was interested just a moment ago in the statement of 
Mr. McGuire to the effect that if it is decided that a new installation is 
to be built on the west coast, it would be a very pointed matter as to 
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where this installation would go. And that it would be located only 
after a study and a survey which would indicate the best possible site. 

I want to emphasize what I said last year about this question on 
San Jacinto. 

In due course we will have presented to us many proposals to move defense 
installations simply because the land where it is located has become valuable. 
We are here doing something that will haunt this Congress for years to come. 
We are here deciding— 

I am talking about the Congress— 

that hereafter whenever and wherever a military installation is established and 
it is subsequently found, whatever the value of the installation to our defense, 
that the land has become more valuable for personal protit, it must be moved. 
Such is the precedent we are here setting today. 

I made this statement on the floor of the House after having sat 
through the conference and after knowing what happened from the 
original introduction of the bill until its completion. 

Now, then, I would like to ask a question. Would you then, Mr. 
McGuire, or you, Mr. Secretary, have any objection to this committee 
telling you where you should put any proposed new installation on the 
west coast ¢ 

Secretary McGuire. Where we should put it? 

Mr. Arenps. Yes. 

Secretary McGutre. Mr. Arends, I don’t think the Department of 
Defense at the moment is prepared to make that recommendation be- 
cause, as I said, we are studying the overall aspects of the west coast 
deficiency, and this problem is one in which I would want to be sure 
that we are as sound as we know how in selecting that location and in 
making that recommendation. 

Mr. Arenps. My point—— 

Secretary McGuire. While the point that you make is not within 
my province of decision—and I recognize you made your statement 
addressing it to the Congress—my study was made on the requirements 
versus capability. I think it is my responsibility, in selecting such a 
location, to make sure that we take into consideration the possible 
factor that can be reasonably forecast in order to assure ourselves that 
the selected site will enjoy a high probability of permanence. 

Mr. Arenps. What I was trying to drive home, Mr. McGuire, is 
simply this: Due to the testimony incorporated here in this volume, 
where one of the Papartnonts of our Defense Establishment came 
up here and on the record—I don’t know what they are going to say 
this time, but on the record said that they needed San Jacinto. This 
committee then, and the Congress, due to the action of this committee, 
proceeded to tell them that we are going to have them move out of 
San Jacinto. 

By similar action, following the pattern already established, this 
committee and the Congress are going to be able to tell you where to 
put this next installation if the committee makes up its mind to do so. 
Not only that, we can do it tomorrow if we follow the same pattern. 

I am just pinpointing the fact that we are establishing a precedent 
that is going to be really something. You watch and see. That will 
develop as time goes on. 

Mr. Chairman, I just don’t have the time now to continue. I have 
to leave, so we won’t get in an argument now. 














1790 


Mr. Puitain. We will be glad to have you participate further. 

Mr. Arenps. Let me read this statement before 1 go, prior to ask- 
ing questions of the witnesses. And I do want to hear the other 
witnesses. 

I want to say I find myself in a great state of confusion this morn- 
ing in reference to what is happening, facie meee g with this San 
Jacinto project. Only a short time ago, less than a year, the Army 
through the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Higgins, protested most strong- 
ly—I am using his words, if I have to—that San Jacinto was an essen- 
tial element of the Army’s ammunition outloading facility. 

Less than a year ago I inserted in the Congressional Record a letter 
from the Secretary of the Army Brucker, addressed to our chairman, 
Mr. Vinson—and the letter is dated June 20, 1958. Let me quote just 
one paragraph from Secretary Brucker’s letter, of less than 1 year 
ago: ° 

Mr. Brucker states : 

I believe that I would be remiss in my duties as Secretary of the Army if I 

did not make known to you my objection to such proposed legislation. While I 
am cognizant of the authority in such matters, I am nevertheless deeply con- 
cerned with the implications of the proposed legislation with respect to the 
basic responsibility of the Department of the Army for determining those 
facilities and installations required to fulfill its mission. I bespeak your good 
offices to do everything in your power to prevent this mandate upon the Army 
from being enacted. 
And now, as brought out a moment ago by Mr. Bray, shortly there- 
after, sometime in August, an outside firm was employed to make a 
study of this whole matter, which would carry out what originally 
had been the hope and intent of the Department of Defense. 

It raises two questions: One question relates to the statement pre- 
sented to the committee by Mr. Higgins during his testimony when 
he said : 

Mr. Chairman, for nearly 4 years the Army has provided you, this committee, 
other committees, and other Members of Congress, with testimony and corre- 
spondence in defense of the Army position that San Jacinto is one of the safest 
ammunition depots in the country— 
which was further emphasized by a statement made by our colleague, 
Mr. Price, of [llinois, in the hearings. 

San Jacinto is unlike any other Army installation in that it provides the 
Army with a dual capability of ammunition storage and outloading, ready for 
immediate response in event of an emergency. This cepability must be main- 
tained. The Army has continued to advise the Congress that we wish to retain 
San Jacinto in its present location. 

At that time there was no objection from DOD. 

My question was this: Was not Mr. Higgins’ statement based upon 
a study by the Army itself of its capabilities and requirements with 
respect to ammunition storage and outloadin 

How much leeway do the respective services have in determining 
what they need or do not need ? 

I know in dollars and cents possibly, but I am talking about the 
installations that are necessary and vital to them as a going concern 
and readiness. 

It would be interesting if you would put in the record somewhere 
how much this outside study by Booz & Allen, did cost, if you please. 

Secretary McGuire. Yes, sir. It cost $45,000, Mr. Arends. 
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Mr. Arenps. How much ? 

Secretary McGuire. $45,000; and I would like to—I said I would 
supply the exact date. The exact date was October 1, 1958, that this 
study was initiated. 

Mr. Arenpbs. Frankly, I still do not understand how the Army 
could maintain so forcibly the position that San Jacinto was essential 
to its operations, less than 1 year ago, and now possibly reverse them- 
selves and say not only is there no requirement for San Jacinto but no 
requirement for replacement. 

And this committee by the testimony less than a year ago, including 
the chairman and members of the committee, said we are or were 
willing to spend—I didn’t, but said we were willing to spend $40 or 
$44 million to go somewhere in Alabama and replace this San Jacinto 
installation. We proposed to do just that in this committee. That 
is what the record shows. 

Secretary Bryant. If necessary. 

Mr. Arenps. I know nothing about Booz, Allen, except what I 
read. Undoubtedly they are competent in many respects, and maybe 
in all respects. 

It seems strange to me that the Department of Defense—and there 
must be an answer for it—waited until this committee had taken 
such action before they asked for this so-called impartial study. 

To my mind it is a sad commentary on our military planning when 
a private consultant firm can completely reverse the judgment of our 
military people in a field that is exclusively military in its nature. 

In other words, we have a decision to make, or are having decisions 
that. should be made prior to this time. I mean decisions as to what 
we should do in the way of the missile program, the different genera- 
tions of missiles that are coming on. 

Are we at the place where the Department of Defense is going to 
go on the outside and ask some consulting firm to come in and deter- 
mine how many missiles and what kind we are going to have and how 
we can use them? 

Secretary Bryant. May I answer that? 

Mr. Argenps. Yes, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Bryant. I think this goes back to a considerable portion 
of your statement. Let me say at the beginning that apropos of 
Secretary Brucker’s concern, to a degree we share that too. It is our 
responsibility basically to determine these requirements, and we in- 
tend to do it. 

This is not—this was challenged, as I told you, by my office, the 
retention of San Jacinto, among other excess or we thought excess 
facilities, in connection with the whole total Department of Defense 
facility requirement for ammunition storage and outloading. 

This was going on, a review of our own. 

When it became mandatory on the Secretary of Defense to make 
a decision that this or that was not inimical to the security of the 
United States, we felt that we were justified to bring in outside, 
noninterested, capable, experienced people to give us their evaluation, 
but the decision was not made by Booz, Allen & Hamilton. The de- 
cision was made by the Secretary of Defense on the advice and coun- 
sel of both my office and Mr. McGuire’s office. 

Mr. Arenps. Let me say to the Secretary and to Mr. McGuire: 
Of course, my approach to this whole problem is completely im- 








1792 


personal. I have no personal feelings in this whole matter at all. 
I am just trying to emphasize here exactly what is happening in re- 
lationship to some of the things that go on in the Department. of De- 
fense, which in my humble opinion are going to liad thie comunittee 
into plenty of trouble because you must know the whole story before 
you can analyze really what goes on. 

We can argue about the safety of the installation and then look at 
the record and draw our own conclusions. That is about the best 
thing we possibly can do at this time. 

Mention was made just a moment ago about the value of this instal- 
lation in Texas. Ali I know is what I read here from a copy of a 
letter. I have no knowledge as to whether the writer is a dependable 
citizen or not. However, when this matter gets to GSA, I imagine 
Mr. Floete is going to have himself quite a time, because there w ill be 
great differences of opinion on what the value of this land is. It has 
come to the attention of the writer of this letter that someone had 
made off-the-record offers on some of this land—how much of it I do 
not know—up to the tune of $30,000 per acre. 

So we have a question involved here that is going to get pretty big 
on us and needs the greatest and most careful attention by GSA. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a number of other questions but I repeat the 
fact that I must leave the committee for a while. Under unfortunate 
circumstances, that I have no control over, I must leave. Since there 
are other witnesses who are to come before us, I will either have to 
come back or ask the privilege of reading the testimony or hear them 
at a later time. 

Mr. Bray. We can go over until next week. 

Mr. Arenps. Whatever the subcommittee chairman wants to do. 

Mr. Puisry. I think if you can return later on today, by that time 
the Army witnesses will be here. 

Mr. Arenps. I will try to be back. 

Mr. Puitern. We are anxious to give the distinguished gentleman 
every opportunity to question the witnesses. 

Mr. Arenps. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Puteri. And make the record that he desires to make. 

Mr. Arenps. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Puitein. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Bennett. 

Mr, Bennerr. Would the Department of Defense recommend the 
abandonment of this particular facility if they knew that they could 
not obtain a location on the west coast of the United States at a later 
date? 

Secretary Bryant. The answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Bennerr. If there are 50 miles between this location and the 
Gulf of Mexico, aren’t there any empty spaces on the channel between 
this location and the Gulf of Mexico where 

Secretary McGuire. I think the point here 

Mr. Bennerr. Let me finish my sentence. 

Secretary McGuire. I beg your pardon. 








Mr. Bennerr. There would not be any great danger to life and 
property. 

Secretary McGume. I think the point is that in our evaluation on 
today’s current situation, we find ourselves with an excess ¢ apability 
on the east and gulf coasts. If we are to spend additional moneys, 
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it would, in our judgment, be best to correct the deficiencies that now 
exist in the west coast. 

Now, in this respect, I think this is just prudent judgment. 

Mr. Puteri. Are there further questions / 

Mr. Bray. Yes; I would like to ask. 

Mr. Putter. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Not especially on this, but along the general line of 
ammunition storage depots, now, on the Pacific coast, what ones do 
you have now ¢ 

Secretary McGuire. Do you want to answer that question / 

Mr. Bray. Port Chicago 1s still there, isn’t it ¢ 

Secretary McGuire. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Caputo. We have Port Chicago. 

Mr. Bray. That is an Army ammunition depot, isn’t it 4 

Mr. Cavuto. Navy. 

Mr. Bray. Navy. But there is no reason or no law why you can’t 
ship an Army shell out of a Navy depot, is there 

Secretary McGuire. No. 

Mr. Caputo. We have taken into consideration the Navy capabil- 
ities and the Army capabilities on the west coast, and still a deficiency 
exists. 

Mr. Bray. What other besides—— 

Secretary McGuire. My statement, Mr. Bray 

Mr. Bray. What is that? 

Secretary McGume. Excuse me. My statement as to the west coast 
deficiency is based on the total asset capability that we have in 
existence on the west coast, both Army and Navy. 

There still is a deficiency as to what our requirements indicate 
we should have in this area geographically. Does that answer your 
question, sir ? 

(Mr. Bray nods.) 

Mr. Putiprn. Does that answer your question, Mr. Bray ¢ 

(Mr. Bray nods. ) 

Mr. Pua. If there are no further questions, we thank the 
gentlemen for your able testimony. 

We call the Secretary of the Army—Assistant Secretary of the 
Army, Secretary Johnson. Come forward, sir, Mr. Secretary, and 
be seated. Make yourself comfortable. We will be very glad to 
hear your statement on this matter. 

Go ahead, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I have a brief statement which 
I would like to read, if it is your pleasure. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Courtney 
Johnson, Assistant Secretary of the Army, Logistics. 

Army Disposal Project No. 136A involves the Department’s pro- 
posed action to make available the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot to 
the Administrator of General Services for sale in accordance with the 
provisions of section 109 of Public Law 85-685 which is the fiscal year 
1959 Military Construction Act of August 20, 1958. As outlined in 
the project statement, which has previously been submitted to this 
committee, it is necessary for the Secretary of the Army, under title 
10, United States Code, section 2662 and the specific provision of sec- 
tion 109(d) of last year’s Construction Act, to come to an agreement 
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with the respective Committees on Armed Services before taking this 
action. 

The Secretary of Defense announced on March 6, 1959, his decision 
that the loss of San Jacinto Ordnance Depot would not be inimical 
to the national security. Actions under the provisions of section 109 
of Public Law 85-685 thereupon became mandatory. 

Consequently the Department of the Army has terminated the ship- 
ment of ammunition into San Jacinto Ordnance Depot, has taken 
action to reduce stocks through issues, and has made plans to com- 
pletely evacuate the depot by June 1, 1960. The Administrator of 
GSA has been advised of these plans so that he may comply with the 
provisions of the act which requires him to offer the installation for 
sale on/or before August 20, 1960. 

In connection with the disposal of the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot, 
I wish to call this committee’s attention to Public Law 85-500 and 
House Document 350, 85th Congress, 2d session, which authorizes a 
civil works project for the Houston Ship Channel. This project en- 
visions the use of certain lands now a part of the San Jacinto Ord- 
nance Depot, for channel realinement right-of-way and for spoil areas 
in connection with dredging operations but the Civil Works Act does 
not specifically set aside San Jacinto lands for these purposes. The 
Department of the Army considers that if these lands are not available 
for this use on the Houston Ship Channel project, the Federal costs 
for the project may be increased by several million dollars to allow 
for pumping dredged material a much greater distance and possibly 
to a higher elevation. Furthermore, subsequent maintenance may 
require the expensive hopper dredged type operation. 

The Secretary of the Army, in complying with Public Law 85-685, 
may not legally withhold such lands from the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services and will comply with the intent of Congress by reporting 
all of the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot to GSA for disposal under the 
provisions of this act. Under the same act, the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services is required to sell the property under public bid pro- 
cedures at not less than fair market value. The act specifically pro- 
vides for conveyance of all right, title, and interest of the United 
States (except mineral rights) to any person or group except Govern- 
ment agencies or departments. 

Although the plan approved by the respective committees on Public 
Works and enacted by Congress for the ship channel project con- 
templated the use of portions of San Jacinto Ordnance Depot lands, 
it is possible that this disposal action may prevent that use. In con- 
cluding, therefore, it is desired that this committee be aware of the 
potential benefit to the Government if these rights-of-way and spoil 
areas are made available to the channel project, even if additional 
legislation is necessary, and that, as I indicated before, failure to make 
these land interests available will cause a substantial increase in the 
Federal cost of the channel project. 

I might say, gentlemen, if there are further questions in regard to 
this situation that I have just described, we have had an opinion from 
the Judge Advocate General of the Army, supported by the General 
Counsel of the Army, and the Legal Department of the Engineer 
Corps, as to the effect of the acts one on each other, and I have a 


witness here who will be very glad to discuss this further if you care. 
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Mr. Puirern. Do you have a suggestion, Mr. Secrets 
I thank you for your statement—do you have any suggestions as 
to how the problem of getting land for the activity of civil works in 
the area might be taken care of? Does your Department make any 
recommendations relating to the use of that land? 

Secretary Jounson. We have submitted, I believe—and I will stand 
corrected if I am wrong on this, but I believe we have now submitted 
some proposed legislation which would take care of this situation. 

Mr. Pumpin. Which woul make an exception, in the event the dis- 
posal project should be authorized, so as to take the required land out 
of the authorization, or out of the project? 

Secretary JoHNson. So that the spoil areas will be available. 

Mr. Putten. Now, are you actually in position to tell the com- 
mittee why the Army changed its mind within the last year, or ap- 
proximately 15 months ago! 

Secretary Jounson. Mr. Chairman, the Army’s position is this: 

There has been a decision by the Secretary of Defense and in fact 
by the Congress, and the Army is complying with that decision. 

Mr. Puirsrn. You mean that the Army is complying with the de- 
cision that has been made by the Secretary of Defense, notwithstand- 
ing the fact that that decision was not consistent with the previous 
finding or previous decision that was made by the Army itself? 

Secretary Jounson. The Army’s position has been very clearly 
stated in testimony and in documents, I think, which are all available 
to you and have been for some time, and those positions and considera- 
tions were considered by the Secretary of Defense and discussed by 
the Secretary of Defense, as well as the results of the study about 
which you have heard discussion this morning, and the result of his 
examination of both the Army’s position and the results of the con- 
sultant’s study were taken into consideration, and his decision was 
that San Jacinto could be disposed of in a way that would not be 
inimical to the national defense. 

Mr. Parisry. So the Army now definitely and unqualifiedly ap- 
proves and endorses this disposal project ¢ 

Secretary Jounson. No, sir; I can’t say that. 

Mr. Putter. Well, what is the situation? Are you appearing in 
support of the project or against it, or for it with qualifications, or 
what is the position of the Army 

Secretary Jounson. No; we are not endeavoring in any way not to 
comply with the decision of the Secretary of Defense. 

In all of our testimony you will find that we believ e, and we still 
do believe, that there are certain inherent advantages in the use or the 
availability of San Jacinto as a storage and outloading point, and that 
those advantages still exist. 

The study pointed out—and we are not disputing the mathematical 
calculations—that there is a sufficient capacity both for storage and 
outloading without San Jacinto. 

And we have been assured by the Secretary of Defense—through, 
in fact, Mr. McGuire—that the Army will be—that the necessary stor- 
age and outloading facilities for the Army will be designated and will 
be specified for the Army when the study that is now taking place is 
completed if such facilities are necessary. 

Mr, Putter, So that your patties is that you do support the 
proposal to dispose of this facility 2 d 
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Secretary Jounson. I think there is a difference, Mr. Chairman, in 
saying that “We support it” and saying that “We comply with it.” 

Mr. Puteri. Well, I mean are you supporting it or complying with 
it? 

Secretary Jounson, The inherent advantages—— 

Mr. Putter. Let me put it another way: Do you believe that the 
facility is needed by the Army at the present time or you think it can 
be—it is no longer needed and should be disposed of ¢ 

Secretary Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think that any one 
facility in this field, or in fact in many fields, is so essential to the 
defense of the United States that we could not find ways of disposing 
of it. 

Mr. Putian. Well 

Secretary Jonnson. Nevertheless—— 

Mr. Puitern. I was asking about this one. Now, do you think it is 
or is not needed for the national defense ¢ 

Secretary Jounson. May I answer in this way, if I may? 

We felt that this facility had certain inherent advantages. The 
first of those advantages was that it is in existence and paid for. 

The second is that it was contiguous to our loading areas—our 
storage areas in the Middle West. 

The third was that it was the sole facility that we had where we are, 
had storage and outloading at the same point; that is, at the same 
depot. That situation still exists; nothing has changed that. 

So to say that we can now say that we believe that those particular 
things have changed would not be so. 

Mr. Bennerr. Hasn’t Kings Bay those facilities? Doesn't Kings 
Bay have storage and terminal facilities ? 

Secretary JoHnson. I am informed that there is no storage at 
Kings Bay. 

Mr. Puitern. Do you have questions, Mr. Bray ? 

Mr. Bray. Just one. 

Would the fact that this depot is on a channel that is away from 
the ocean proper and would naturally have certain defense subma- 
rine-launched missiles—has that been taken into consideration, 
whether it would be of especial value or not ? 

Secretary JoHnson. Congressman Bray, I think that is a mili- 
tary question that I am not competent to answer. We would be very 
glad to get an answer to that, if you wish. 

Mr. Bray. Who employed the firm of Booz, Allen & Hamilton to 
make this survey / 

Secretary Jounson. The Defense Department. 

Mr. Bray. And paid for by the taxpayers ? 

Secretary Jounson. I think everything we do is paid for by the 
taxpayers. 

Mr. Bray. That is what I mean. 

But that was not—that survey was not asked by the Department 
of the Army / 

Secretary JoHnson. No, sir, it was not, 

Mr. Bray. Wasn't the Department of the Army very surprised 
when this firm that was employed by the Department of Defense 
made a decision in conformity with the opinion of the Department 
of Defense / 
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Secretary Jounson. Congressman, do you mean, were we surprised 
that a survey was made, or this particular firm 

Mr. Bray. No, that the survey made an — which was in ac- 
cordance with the previous opinion of the Department of Defense. 
Were you surprise at that ? 

Secretary Jounson. I don’t think “surprised” would be the cor- 
rect. word, no. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t think so either. That is all. 

Mr. Pumsr. Mr. Vinson? 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Purar. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vinson. With reference to one phase of the Secretary’s state- 
ment with regard to the channel and the spoilage area—yesterday 
I wrote a letter to Senator Russell. I will ask that it go in the record. 

And also proposed an amendment to put it in the public works bill 
which is being considered and will probably be reported by the Senate 
Armed Services Committee today, in the following language : 

However, the Secretary of the Army shall not make available to the Adminis- 
trator of the General Services Administration, or his designee, for sale pursuant 
to this section, such lands, or interests therein, not exceeding 118 acres for 
channel straightening, and 400 acres for a temporary spoil disposal area for a 
period of 10 years, as the Chief of Engineers determines to be necessary for the 
improvement or maintenance of the Houston ship channel project. 

Now, that is what I suggested to meet the point raised by the 
engineers. It is absolutely necessary that some of the area be retained 
for the straightening of the channel and for spoilage area. That is 
being considered by the Senate today. 

I will ask unanimous consent to put the letter and the proposed 
amendment in the record. 

Mr. Puttern. The letter and the amendment will be included in 
the record. 

(The letter and amendment are as follows :) 





May 12, 1959. 
Hon. RicHArD B. RUSSELL, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would like to refer to section 109 of Public Law 85- 
685 which was the military construction law for fiscal year 1958. Section 109 
directed that, subject to certain considerations, the San Jacinto Ordnance 
Depot at Houston, Tex., should be made available to the General Services 
Administration for disposal. The law makes no exceptions with respect to the 
lands which are to be disposed of. 

Very recently it came to my attention that the rectification of the Houston 
ship channel would require certain areas which lie within San Jacinto depot. 
In order that the improvement in operation of the Houston ship channel will 
not be interfered with, I feel that an amendment to section 109 is necessary. 
There is attached language which will correct this situation. You will note that 
118 acres for channel straightening and 400 acres for temporary spoil disposal 
would be excepted from the property to be disposed of by General Services 
Administration. 

I will be most appreciative if you would offer this amendment during the 
consideration of the bill by your committee in order that it may be a matter for 
consideration in conference. 

Sincerely, 
CARL Vinson, Chairman. 


Section 109(a) of Public Law 85-685 (72 Stat. 636, 641) is amended by adding 
the following sentence at the end thereof: ‘However, the Secretary of the Army 
shall not make available to the Administrator of the General Services Admin- 
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istration, or his designee, for sale pursuant to this section, such lands, or inter- 
ests therein, not exceeding one hundred eighteen acres for channel straightening, 
and four hundred acres for a temporary spoil-disposal area for a period of ten 
years, as the Chief of Engineers determines to be necessary for the improvement 
or maintenance of the Houston ship channel project.” 

Mrs. St. Georce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, there was some mention made of the fact that there 
were plenty of these depots on the east coast. Are you at liberty to 
tell us how many there are on the east coast? I understand there is 
only one on the west coast and that is port Chicago. How many are 
there on the east coast 

Secretary Jounson. I think, Congresswoman St. George, we could 
give you that information. But I am a little doubtful as to whether, 
I open session, we should. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Well—— 

Secretary Jounson. Can I get some advice on that, please ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Well, to pursue the matter, what | really wanted 
to find out is, if there are quite a few on the east coast—which I gather 
from the testimony 

Secretary Jounson. Would the numbers be sufficient for you ? 

Mrs. St. Grorce. The number will be quite sufficient. 

Secretary Jounson. We will give you that in just a moment. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Well, we will say for the sake of argument, that 
there are six. Does that mean that several of these depots will also, 
in due course, be abandoned? It seems if we need so few on the west 
coast, we probably have a surplus on the east coast. 

Secretary Jounson. I think, really, there are—in the first place, 
the answer to your question: 1 do not know whether any of them will 
be abandoned or not. 

There is, however, a difference in requirements on the east coast and 
on the west coast as we envisage the future. So, although there is 
more capacity than needed on the east coast and less on the west coast, 
whether or not it would be decided to abandon some of that capacity 
is not at the moment clear. A good deal of that capacity is not Army 
capacity. It is Navy capacity. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. On the other hand, Mr. Secretary, I presume that 
we would go through exactly the same thing if we were to abandon 
them there that we are going through with this particular depot. 
The land would be turned over to the GSA at certain instances and, 
therefore, we would have to conform to this same procedure which, 
as Mr. Arends pointed out, is a little bit different and a little bit new, 
isn’t that correct ? 

Secretary Jonnson. I presume the procedure of a study by the De- 
partment directly involved and by the Defense Department as a whole 
and a recommendation to dispose or not to dispose would be in order. 
That is what I would assume. 

Mrs. St. Georae. One more question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, when were the plans and the authorization for the 
Houston ship channel first brought into the picture ? 

Secretary Jonnson. You mean the original plans for the channel ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Yes, the original plans and when the construction 
started ? 

Secretary Jonnson. I will have toask, if I may. 
Mrs. St. Grorce. How long has that been going on ? 
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Mr. Fosrrr. Mr. Gurney. 

Secretary Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Gurney. The original ship channel project was started in 1870. 
The current deepening with which we are now concerned was author- 
ized in 1958. It was planned for 2 or 3 years prior to that time. 

In addition to the spoil disposal requirements for the deepened proj- 
ect, we also have continuing maintenance spoil disposal requirements 
for the existing project. The initial Federal project was built in 1910 
and it has been expanded on several occasions since then. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. Is it fair to say that the changes that occurred in 
1958 have had some bearing on the change of opinion that the Army 
has now brought before this committee ¢ 

Mr. Gurney. Yes, ma’am. 

Secretary Jounson. Excuse me. Has the Army brought a change 
of opinion before this committee ¢ 

Mrs. Sr. Grorcr. Well, I would say so, Mr. Secretary. The Army 
when they last testified was not in favor of the abandonment of San 
Jacinto. 

Secretary Jounson. And I have not said we are in favor of it. I 
have simply said that we are proceeding according to the decision of 
the Secretary. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. Of the Secretary. In other words, it is purely com- 
pliance, is that correct 4 

Secretary Jounson. Beg your pardon ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. It is purely compliance and not agreement. 

Secretary Jounson. No. I think there have been some factors 
brought out that did not previously exist. The overall study of the 

capacity of the country has been made very recently. 

The statement by the Defense Department that the abandonment of 

San Jacinto would be replaced by direct furnishing to the Army of 
facilities that may be needed is a new condition. 

The other matters which I have mentioned to you have not changed. 

Mr. Vinson. Notwithstanding the fact, Mr. Chairman—amay I in- 
terrupt—that there is gross national facilities of 69,600,000 square 
feet. ‘That is how many square feet of storage space the Government 
has. The national requirement is only 52,200,000 square feet. The 
position of the Army from the testimony of the Secretary is notwith- 
standing that, he wants to keep 430,000 square feet at San Jacinto. 

Mr. Puitern. Do you have further questions, Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. St. Grorce. No further questions. 

Mr. Putter. Any further questions? 

Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. How deep will this harbor at Houston be when it is 
completed ¢ 

Mr. Vinson. The channel? 

Mr. Gurney. The present project is authorized at 36 feet of depth. 
The new project, which has not yet been built, is 40 feet. 

Mr. Bennett. Forty feet ? 

Mr. Gurney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Isn’t it usual that spoil areas be furnished by local 
interests rather than by the Federal Government ? 

Secretary JonHnson. It is, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Why is an exception being made here? 
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Secretary Jounson. In this particular case the authorizing docu- 
ment does require that the spoil disposal area be furnished by the local 
sponsor, which, in this case, is the Harris County Houston Ship Chan- 
nel Navigation District. 

That district did furnish us appreciable areas in the San Jacinto 
Arsenal area prior to the time that the arsenal was built which were 
turned over to the military of the Army for use at the depot. 

At the time the district, the sponsoring district, accepted or ap- 
proved our document which serves as the basis for the current author- 
ization, they stipulated in their letter of acceptance that they expected 
the Army to furnish them appropriate disposal areas at the San Jacin- 
to Arsenal area. Notwithstanding that, the recommendation of the 
Secretary of the Army, which is in effect overriding, made no mention 
of that fact. 

Mr. Putrein. Does that answer your question, Mr. Bennett ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Puirein. If there are no further questions, Mr. Secretary, we 
will thank you for your testimony. 

Is Mr. Turner here and Mr. Lockett, general manager and counsel 
for the port of Houston? Will you come forward, gentlemen ? 

We are very happy to welcome you here before the committee and 
receive your views on this question. 

Mr. Turner. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Puitery. You noted that the distinguished chairman of the 
committee has proposed an amendment. I would venture the sugges- 
tion that perhaps that amendment would clarify the subject matter of 
your appearance here. 

Mr. Turner. It will, indeed. 

Mr. Puan. If you would be seated, we will be very glad to hear 
from you. 

Mr. Turner. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Puen. We are anxious to get ahead with these hearings and 
we would appreciate it if you would expedite your testimony if 
possible. 

Mr. Turner. We appreciate the opportunity to be here, to Mr. 
Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF J. P. TURNER, GENERAL MANAGER, HARRIS 
COUNTY HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL NAVIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Turner. I am J. P. Turner, general manager of the Harris 
County Houston Ship Channel Navigation District. 

We felt that this committee should be aware of our thinking in re- 
gards to the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot property in that in 1941 we 
sold to the Government some 700 acres that we had previously pur- 
chased for spoil disposal area and had granted the Corps of Engineers, 
the Army Corps of Engineers, an easement for that property. 

In our sales contract with the Government for this 700 acres which 
was located approximately in the center of the ordnance depot there 
was the stipulation that in the future they would furnish a spoil 
disposal area and channel-widening property. 

In the act that the Congress approved, nothing was mentioned of 
setting aside this area. 
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Therefore, we felt that this committee should know about it in their 
thinking and that, perhaps. something could be done even at this date, 
to have that act amended or whatever it would take to provide for the 
spoil disposal area. 

Mr. Puicein. Well, as you will note, the distinguished chairman 
has already proposed an amendment that would take care of the 
objective you have in mind. 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

We did not have that information available when we came over. 

Mr. Pumern. Do you want to testify further regarding any other 
aspects of this proposal ¢ 

Mr. Turner. I would like, sir, for Mr. Lockett to make some state- 
ments. 

Mr. Puttar. Mr. Lockett, we will be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Locxerr. My name is J. L. Lockett, Jr. I am counsel for the 
Harris County Houston Ship Channel Navigation District. 

The question has been raised as to why in this instance, the Gov- 
ernment is being requested to furnish spoil disposal areas. 

It is a condition of your acquisition of this 678 acres from the 
navigation district. 

Mr. Putisry. When was that acquisition executed ¢ 

Mr. Locxerr. It was accepted by the Quartermaster Department 
on January 14, 1941. I have copies of that purchase agreement, and 
if the committee would care to have them available to them, we will 
be glad to make them available. 

Mr. Puisr. Yes, we would like to have a copy of it for the record. 

Mr. Bray. I would liketo see it now. 

Mr. Locketrr. You would like to see it now / 

Mr. Bray. Yes. $ 

Mr. Lockerr. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. The only question, is that part of the legal records for 
your transfer, your official land records or whatever you want to call 
them ¢ 

Mr. Locxerr. Yes, sir, it is of record in what we call the deed 
records of Harris County. 

You will find the condition to which I refer at the foot of page 4. 

Mr. Puritan. So that under this agreement, this acquisition was 
subject to use for spoil disposal and other purposes of carrying the 
civil works that are located on or adjacent to the property ? 

Mr. Locxerr. Yes, sir. Your initial authorization was in 1909. 
We are the first district in the United States that ever offered to 
cooperate with you 50 percent, and we made that offer and have 
kept it. And we bought the land for you in this case. 

This 678 acres was bought for spoil disposal. 

Mr. Turner. 1934. 

Mr. Lockerr. That was acquired in 1934, and in that same year 
we gave you a spoil disposal easement. 

That condition, that is our ownership and your easement existed 
until 1941, when you acquired the fee title. i 

The purpose for which we had acquired that land was likewise 
your use and consequently that formed the basis of your saying 
that you would spread the spoil over the entire area, instead of con- 
fining it to the 678 acres that we had. 
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Mr. Puusin. You would be satisfied now that the amendment 
proposed by the chairman would carry out your objectives! 

Mr. Locxerr. We do not have the wording of the amendment, sir, 
so we would not be able to say. 

Mr. Puiern. You probably heard it read. We have it here. We 
would be glad to furnish you with a copy of it. 

Mr. Locxerr. We heard it, but we didn’t very well catch it. 

Mr. Puitsin. We are very glad to have your views. If there is 
anything further you would like to state regarding the matter, we 
would like to hear from you. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. Sr. Georer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puiiern. You have some questions ? 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. Let us have the amendment read. 

Mr. Bray. First, I would like to have one question—— 

Mr. Puen. Just a moment. Will Mr. Kelleher read the amend 
ment again ¢ 

Mr. Ketiener. Yes,sir. | Reading:] 

Section 109(A) of Public Law 85-685 (72 Stat. 636, 641) is amended by 
adding the following sentence at the end thereof. “However, the Secretary of 
the Army shall not make available to the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration, or his designee, for sale pursuant to this section, such lands, 
or interests therein, not exceeding one hundred and eighteen acres for channel 
straightening, and four hundred acres for a temporary spoil-disposal area for a 
period of ten years as the Chief of Engineers determines to be necessary for the 
improvement or maintenance of the Houston Ship Channel Project.” 

Mr. Vinson. Now, you see, Mr. Chairman, the effect of this amend- 
ment is: It is merely to retain the title in the Government for 118 acres 
plus 100 acres for a 10-year period—the latter—the 118 acres will be 
used up and will be cut away in development and in keeping the 
channel straight. After the spoilage has been placed on the 400 
acres, why it is the property of the Government and we can cross that 
bridge at that time, what we want to do with it. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman. 

Is it the general belief—possibly Mr. Vinson can answer the ques 
tion—that 400 acres would be sufficient to handle the spoil ? 

Mr. Vinson. Well, there was some suggestion that it be 600 acres. 
This spoilage area is at the southern end of the channel. 

I have no objection to making it 600. What the Department 
wanted—400 acres to dump sand and silt is a very large area. That is 
nearly a square mile. It would take them a long time to fill that up. 

I just thought that that was enough, and sell the balance of it. 

Now, Mr. Bryant first thought about 600—how many acres, Mr. 
Kelleher ¢ 

Mr. KeiiHer. 860 acres, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vinson. 860 acres was for 

Mr. Ke.izener. Temporary. 
Mr. Vinson. Permanent 








Mr. Kevirner. That was the temporary, and 900-odd acre for the 
permanent. Plus the 118 acres which would be cut away. 

Mr. Putprn. I understand, Mr. Chairman, this has been cleared 
with the Army Engineers? 

Mr. Vinson. No. I just—because time is of the very essence and 
I had to raise the question yesterday in the Senate, or else the bill 
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would come out without anything in it. And no doubt Senator Rus- 
sell would call attention of the Department about it. And we may 
want to know whether it should be 600 acres or 400 acres or 800 acres. 

Mr. Puiein. As I heard the amendment read, you make reference 
to what may be determined by the Army Engineers. 

Mr. Vinson. The whole thing is determined by the Army En- 
gineers. 

Mr. Puitein. Mr. Bennett 

Mr. Bray. Could the amendment, Mr. Chairman, be fixed so that it 
would be contingent upon what the Army Engineers said that they 
needed, instead of making it exact ¢ 

Mr. Vinson. Well, you see, there is another question involved in 
this. 

Now, this is Government property and we are furnishing the spoil- 
age area. 

This is a great channel. I see no objection to going ahead and let 
the Government give away 118 acres of this valuable land to straighten 
the channel out. But local communities have certain obligations to 
provide for the spoilage area. 

In this case, based upon the fact that 700 acres was originally used, 
they want now to take about 1,400 acres of Government property 
for storage. 

Mr. Ke.iener. Give me Mr. Bryant’s first statement there. Here 
is what is says: Here it is: 

Not to exceed 118 acres of channel straightening; 860 acres for temporary 
spoilage disposal. 


Now I cut that down to 400 acres. 





920 acres for a permanent disposal area. 


Now, that is valuable property and it belongs to the Government. 
Now they want us to exclude all of this area from the sale. 

I say it would be a fairer proposition to exclude about 118 acres 
and then to give them a temporary use on 400 acres, or whatever it 
is. It may be 800 acres. Give them temporary use on that. It still 
belongs to the Government after they have developed the land for the 
benefit of the channel. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puipsin. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. As I read this contract, page 4, it does release the 
local community from any responsibility with regard to the Houston 
ship channel project then extant. What relation has that with the 
40 feet? The 40 feet is a new project, is it not ¢ 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Therefore, my question is: What arrangements are 
the local community making to provide for the spoilage and mainte 
nance of the new project, which came into existence after this contract / 

Mr. Turner. Well, I would say that the contract is not limited to 
whatever was the case in 1941. It was to take care of channel widen- 
ing and spoil disposal areas in the future. 

Mr. Bennett. That is not the way it reads. 

And ordinarily, it is my understanding when you get a project 
approved by Congress for deepening a new project, that is to put a new 
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depth in, you have to provide locally for the disposition of the spoil- 
age, or for this, in addition to what you did for the smaller depth. 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

Please let us understand that this is not the only area—this is not 
the only reach on the ship channel that we furnish spoil disposal or 
locally participate for the 40-foot channel. 

I mean, there are other areas which we have already purchased and 
there is other channel widening property that will have to be bought 
by the district. 

But this is within the reach of a 5-mile reach, or approximately a 
5-mile reach where the Ordnance depot is. We are basing our request 
on this on the fact that the Government bought from us and part of the 
consideration for buying it was to furnish the spoil disposal area 
within that reach. 

Mr. Vinson. Then, Mr. Chairman, as I understand it from his 
testimony in the area of about 5 miles is where the loading facilities 
are, it is necessary for dredging and straightening the channel to take 
place. 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Now, you want the Government to furnish the spoil- 
age area. Down the channel farther where other improvements are 
made or up the channel farther, you provide for it, yourself ¢ 

Mr. Turner. That is quite right, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Of course it is running through his mind this way. 
He sees the Government owns this property out there and he is hoping 
that the Government will give it to him, instead of making the com- 
munity buy it. 

Mr. Turner. No,sir. On the other hand, the Government agreed to 
that. 

Mr. Vinson. Down the road or down the channel, or up the channel, 
he buys it. He sees 400 acres over here, and he wants to get some area 
for spoilage. So he says, “This is a good area, because we have to im- 
prove it along this 5-mile stretch.” 

I think the Government is exceedingly generous when we withhold 
118 acres for strengthening the channel in this 5 miles and give him 
400 acres for the purpose of putting his silt and sand and gravel. 

Mr. Puisry. As I interpret your position, you merely want the 
Government to give you what they agreed to give you on the previous 
agreement ? 

Mr. Turner. What they agreed to. We are not asking the Govern- 
ment to give us anything at this time. 

Mr. Puteri. Except you are asking only what the Government 
agreed to in that agreement ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Puicein. In the previous contracts / 

Mr. Turner. All weask them to do is keep the agreement they made. 

Mr. Pitan. Commitment by the Government ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puiter. Mr. Osmers. 

Mr, Osmers. I wonder if the witness could tell those members of the 
committee who have not been at this particular place, what effect spoil 
disposal will have on this land? Will it increase the value or de- 
crease the value ? 
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Mr. Turner. It will increase it. 

Mr. Osmers. What is the condition of it now ¢ 

Mr. Turner. A good portion of it is low. 

Mr. Osmers. By that you mean marshland / 

Mr. TurNER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. And swamp / 

Mr. Turner. This 400 acres that the gentleman mentioned down at 
the lower end of this particular reach is good for nothing else. |! 
mean 

Mr. Osmers. It would be good for nothing else, unless it was filled 
in $ 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. In other words, the more land which the Government 
would retain for spoil disposal, the more increase in value would 
eventually come to the Government, it now being—lI believe you said 
it was useless for any building purpose. 

Mr. TURNER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. And that if we retained more of this low lying swamp 
and eeceialants we would vastly increase its value by using it for spoil 
disposal ¢ 

Mr. Turner. | would say you would increase it. However, it is 
necessary 

Mr. Osmers. Well, if you made useless land into usable land, you 
would vastly increase the value ¢ 

Mr. Turner. We will take your word “vastly”°—— 

Mr. Osmers. Yes, you can take my word for it. 

Mr. Turner. I mean we will take the word “vastly,” then. 

Mr. Purcpin. It is necessary for the proper carrying out of the 
civil works project. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. You have to have it. 

Mr. Puiein. You have to have that land. 

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. But limit it to the area. 

Of course, what Mr. Osmers said—— 

Mr. Turner. We will have a continuing need for that. This 10 
years does not answer our question. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me as though the suggestion 
that the chairman has already sent to the chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee is quite proper and seems to take care of 
the matter fully. 

Mr. Vinson. And I suggest, Mr. Chairman, these gentlemen better 
go over to the Senate and talk to somebody in the Senate. Because 
we are not legislating on that phase of the bill now. In the interest of 
time, it seemed proper to me to send the suggestion to the Senate. 

Mr, PHILstin. That is an appropriation suggest ion. 

Mr. Turner. You would understand that the navigation district, of 
course, would be satisfied with whatever the Engineers felt was the 








uirement. 
wir, PuiBin. If you have any further problems regarding it, and 
if you are dissatisfied in any way, I would suggest you “talon it up with 
the Senate committee, 

Mr. TurNeER. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Parrain. We want to thank you very much for your testimony. 
Mr. Turner. Thank you. 
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Mr. Puen. The next witness is 
Mr. Keviener. Mr. Floete and Mr. Knott. 

Mr. Puusi. Mr. Floete. Is Mr. Floete here ! 

Mr. Fuoere. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puuern. Mr. Floete and Mr. Knott. 

Mr. Fiorre. Good morning. 

Mr. Knorr. Good morning, sir. 

Mr. Pumpin. We are very glad to have you here. We would be 
very happy and I presume we would be very much delighted to have 
your statement in this matter. 

Mr. Fioere. Sir, I do not have any formal statement. We are not 
as yet married to this project. So, all I can do is make some 
observations. 

Mr. Pumsrn. We would be glad to have your observations, your 
comments, your suggestions, or any testimony you would like to give 
us. 

Mr. Fwoere. In the first place, this property consists of, as you 
know, two separate areas, one of which is the ammonia plant area. 
That has already been declared excess by the Army and ey approved 
by this committee on August 21, I believe it was, last yea 

That presents somewhat of a problem because the destenvilien you 
are now holding a hearing on today does not include the ammonia 
plant. 

However, the law itself does refer to the whole area. 

So, if we are selling under the Federal Properties Act, which would 
be the position, if we go through with the sale of the ammonia plant 
under the declaration made last year, we are proceeding in one way, 
although the law covers the entire properties. 

Secondly, it presents a practical problem since the ammonia plant 
has been rented since 1950 under a lease that runs until 1974 for a firm 
that, in the first place, has a patented process and in the second place, 
they occupy more than 14 acres included in the declaration last 
August. 

So, we have a very practical problem of how we go about it. 

1 do not have to bother the committee about those particular de 
tails. But some expression from the committee would be helpful to 
us as to just how we operate under the law when we get it—when 
this is approved, or if it is approved. 

Another one of our problems of course will be to dispose of the 
property in accordance with the terms of the law, which requires that 
we offer it for sale within 2 years from date of approval, which was 
August 20, 1958. 

We have been in contact with the Army already and they have in- 

dicated that they cannot give us a firm determination as to the exact 
areas of real property or the character and amount of the personal 
property until as late as May of 1960. 
_ I would hope that that, in some way, could be expedited, so we 
could proceed in the normal manner of having a definite appraisal 
made of the value of the property and also formulate our plans as to 
how best to dispose of it. 

Mr. Puteri. Do you have evaluations or appraisals at the present 
time / 
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Mr. Fiorre. No, sir; we have not, because we do not know exactly 
what we are going to get. 

Mr. Putsrn. It is not your practice to make them until after you 
have had authorization, until after the project is approved ¢ 

Mr. F.Loere. Now we are never certain it will be declared to us and 
we do not expend public funds until we reach that point. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Floete a question? I 
have been somewhat disturbed, considerbly distured, you might say, 
about the time limit. 

Now, when we passed this original act, we specified 2 years. 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. That is my recollection, is that correct 4 

Mr. Ketitener. That is correct. 

Mr. Vinson. Shall be offered for sale within 2 years. 

My recollection is 2 years from the date of the act. 

Mr. Frorrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Vinson. The act was signed when / 

Mr. Fuorre. August 20. 

Mr. Ketiener. August 20, 1958. 

Mr. Vinson. August, 19-—— 

Mr. Fiorre. 1958 

Mr. Vinson. 1958. 

Now, this is—then by August 1960, you must dispose of it. 

Mr. Fuorre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kevitener. No, merely offer it for sale. 

Mr. Vinson. Offer it for sale. 

Mr. Keviener. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. Can you get all the information for an appraisal with- 
in that time, or are you pushed for time / 

Mr. Fiorre. No, sir, that is why I am making the point that we 
would like to know well ahead of May 31, which is the date I have 
now been given. 

Mr. Vinson. What are you offering for sale ? 

Is it merely an offer? It may t take many months to negotiate. 

Mr. Froere. Yes. 

Mr. Ketiener. But, that is not within the time period. 

Mr. Fioere. That is not within the law. 

Mr. Ke.iener. That is not within the time period, you see. 

Mr. Vinson. Then the mere fact you say “We offer this property 
for sale”—then you meet your legal requirement ? 

Mr. Fioere. I would so interpret it, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Within 2 years. Even though it took a year and a 
half to negotiate it and get the money and wind it up, is the at correct ? 

Mr. Fiorre. That is probably correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. 

Mr. Fioere. Another observation we would like to make is that 
the law provides that—I will read from it. It states: 

Title in and to such property shall remain in the United States until full 
payment of the agreed purchase price is made 

Well, that means, of course, that there will be no taxes during that 
period, until the final payment is made, and presents a problem which 
might result in our requiring all cash payment at the time, or the 
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purchaser would perhaps be acquiring an unjust advantage in the 
matter. 

Mr. Purser. You could make that stipulation on your own ac- 
count, could you not ? 

Mr. Frorere. Well, we could make the stipulation, that it shall be 
all cash. 

Mr. Puiern. What payments would be made and so forth— 
whether it would be all cash or whatever other arrangements you 
make regarding payment ¢ 

Mr. Fioere. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puen. You can define that and stipulate that in your ar- 
rangements with the purchaser, can’t you ? 

Mr. Fiorre. That is contrary to our usual policy, but we could 
do it in this case if that seems to be the right dhing to do. 

Mr. Vinson. My recollection, Mr. Chairman, is that the original 
act required it to be sold in small tracts or in tracts. What does it 
say about that? There is something in the law about that. 

‘Mr. Keviener. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Vinson. And not in one big plant? 

Mr. Fioerre (reading) : 

Sale of such properties in lots or in its entirety. 

Mr. Vinson. Then it is discretionary with you as to how you cut 
up the 4,000 acres ¢ 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Now another question I want to ask: You understood 
the effect of the amendment that I offered, that some 118 acres of the 
title would still remain in the Government and not be offered for sale‘ 

Mr. Fiore. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Therefore, it would be encumbent upon you and the 
Engineers to designate that 118 acres up and down the channel, plus 
the spoilage area, and exclude that from your advertisement ? 

Mr. Fuoere. Yes, I understand that. I hope that will be selected 
so that it does not interfere with the 

Mr. Vinson. You and the Engineers would have to select it. You 
would have to mark off whatever number of acres were involved for 
spoilage and you would have to mark off the 114 acres. Then it would 
be sold with that as part of the boundary that you were retaining 
title to. 

Mr. Fiorre. Yes. I was merely remarking that it should be laid 
off so as not to interfere with the access to the property because this 
being a ship channel—— 

Mr. Vinson. Now, is any study being made now as to the proper 
method to define the property and to try to work it out where you can 
get the very highest price for all the property that is possible? Are 
you studying it now, what you are going to do with it / 

Mr. Fiorrr. We are not yet, because it hasn't come to us officially 
and we did not know whether it would be—— 

Mr. Vinson. It is right on your doorstep, is it not ? 

Mr. Fiorre. Well, there are still these unresolved questions. 

Mr. Vinson. What ? 

Mr. Fiorre. We are prepared to, as soon as the Army tells us exactly 
what we are going to get, we will go right to it. 
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Mr. Vinson. You are going to get the land. You are going to get 
all the facilities under the act. Then the only question is as to when 
they get the Army off. The Army is now getting off as far as putting 
more ammunition there is concerned, is it ? 

Mr. Fioete. Yes, but, Mr. Vinson, we do not ordinarily go ahead 
and act on our own before this committee has acted in a case like that. 

Mr. Vinson. I understand that. But you are studying it. How 
long now will it take you to formulate any definite plans ? 

Mr. Fioerr. Well, I do not think—of course, the first real step is 
the appraisal. We cannot tell just how we ought to do this. Because 
the appraisal will include a survey of the property. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Philbin, will this exceptional land—the land for 
the spoilage—ever come to you at all ? 

Mr. Vinson. No, it will not be. 

Title will be in the Government. 

Mr. Keiiener. It has to be selected first. 

Mr. Bennetr. Who selects it ¢ 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Floete and the Engineers. 

Mr. Bennetr. What authority has Mr. Floete to select it, if he 
never gets the land? 

Mr. Vinson. Well, he is the general salesman of the whole area 
and therefore he would probably try to point out to them to take the 
most valueless land for the spoilage area and let it be developed, 
instead of taking the best land. 

Mr. Bennett. He could volunteer his service. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. But I cannot see he has any responsibility under it. 

Mr. Purier. That would be done after consultation with the En- 
gineers, I presume. 

Mr. Fiorrr. Maybe Mr. Knott could make some remarks on that 
subject. 

Mr. Puizern. Mr. Knott. 

Mr. Vinson. What? 

Mr. Froerre. Mr. Knott could probably make some remarks on this. 

Mr. Putter. Right on this situation, Mr. Knott. 

Mr. Knorr. Right. 

Following Mr. Bennett’s reasoning, Mr. Chairman, I would think 
that, insofar—this is essentially a problem between the navigation 
district who has some rights there apparently, and the Corps of En- 
gineers as to accessibility and the proper place to make this spoilage 
disposal deposit. 

I would imagine it would be a factor of cost as to whether it was 
at one end of the property or at another end of the property, insofar 
as the Corps of Engineers’ operations are concerned. $5 that would 
be evaluated, 

We, of course, would be in a position to dispose of that which 
comes to us. 

As I think Mr. Floete merely wanted to point out that certainly 
if there is an area for decision one way or the other, that it ought 
to enable us to receive that property which would bring the maximum 
return to the Government and the least amount of hindrance with 
ship channel access. 
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Mr. Putsin. Are there any further questions? (No response.) 
Are there any further questions? (No response.) 

If there are no further—Do you desire to make some additional 
comments, Mr. Floete? 

Mr. Fiorre. No, sir. 

Mr. Puiein. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Floete, I want to make this statement: 

I have confidence that you and Mr. Knott and your assistants are 
going to take charge of this when it gets to you and are going to ad- 
minister it and it is going to reflect credit upon your salesmanship. I 
feel confident that you will be able to bring about a disposal as ad- 
vantageous as was brought by the Rubber Commission when we dis- 
posed of the synthetic rubber plants. 

So, I hope you will go to work on this matter immediately, you and 
Mr. Knott and your other assistants and I am satisfied you can 
handle it with the best advantage to the Government, always re- 
membering that you are driving hard bargains, in trying to get al- 
most and oftentimes a pound of flesh. Because this is valuable prop- 
erty down there and we are not going to give this property away. We 
are going to get something for this valuable property and the country 
just as well know it. 

Mr. Froerer. I agree with you, sir, and we will do just that. 

Mr. Putter. If there are no further questions, we thank you 
gentlemen for your splendid testimony. 

Mr. Kelleher, do you have some additional witnesses ? 

Mr. Ketienver. That is all that we have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puuary. Mr. Gross, would you like to be heard ? 

Mr. Gross. I would prefer to come on later if you are going to hold 
any further hearings. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I suggest, it is 12 o’clock, tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock we have the hearing continued. Mr. Arends, 
Mr. Gross, or anyone else who wants to testify, we will be glad to hear 
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. Puier. We will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 10 
o'clock. 

(At 11:55 a.m. the committee adjourned until 10 a.m., Thursday, 
May 14, 1959.) 


Hovset or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR Reat Estate anp Construction, 
Washington, D.C., Thursday, May 14, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. Philip J. Philbin, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Puteri. The committee will come to order. If Congressman 
Gross will come forward we will be very glad to hear him at this 
point. This is a continuation of the hearings we had yesterday. 

Mr. Gross, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puutery. Mr. Gross is here and he is one of the most dis- 
tinguished Members of the House, one of the most painstaking and 
diligent Members, and he is continually seeking to keep public ex- 
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penditures down and promote efficiency in the Government. We are 
always very glad to hear from him. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you. 

Mr. Puitein. We want to welcome you here today. We will be 
glad to have your testimony. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to testify in opposition to the disposal of the San Jacinto 
Ordnance Depot. 

Mr. Chairman, you may recall that when the military construction 
bill was before the House last year I vigorously opposed abandon- 
ment of the San Jacinto depot and the construction of a replacement 
at Point-Aux-Pins, Ala. I am well aware, at least for the moment, 
it is not proposed to build a new installation at Point-Aux-Pins, and 
that raises an interesting question to which I shall refer later. 

Members of the committee may recall that I offered the recommittal 
motion to the bill last year. 

My attention was first drawn to this matter while reading the hear- 
ings held by the House Armed Services Committee in connection with 
the military and naval construction bill, wherein was contained the 
unqualified statements of the Army witnesses in June 1958, which is 
less than a year ago, that the San Jacinto depot “must be maintained.” 

Why did the Army say it must be maintained? Because, and I 
quote from the record of the hearings: 

It is one of the safest ammunition depots in the country. Because it is unlike 
any other Army installation in that it provides the Army with a dual capability 
of ammunition storage and outloading, ready for immediate response in the 
event of an emergency, and because it is a permanent installation in excellent 
repair and strategically well located to perform its mission. 

It is incredible, then, that the Secretary of Defense in less than 10 
months, in the light of that expert testimony and in view of what we 
are told is a highly critical world situation, would throw that testi- 
mony out of the window and make a finding that this military instal- 
Jation is not necessary to the national defense and security. 

Recently a Washington newspaper carried on its front page a news 
story from which I quote the first paragraph: 

Defense Secretary Neil H. McElroy outlined the projected new North Ameri- 
can air defense plan yesterday, and at the same time invited Congress to put 
military chiefs’ feet to the fire, to force an agreement on the much disputed 
problem. 

Accepting his “feet to the fire” invitation and in an effort to ascer- 
tain the basis for his incredible decision with respect to San Jacinto, I 
wrote to Secretary of Defense McElroy on April 24, 1959, as follows: 
Hon. Neri H. McELroy, 

Secretary of Defense, 
The Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. McEzroy: I find it impossible to believe that on March 6, 1959, you 
rendered a decision that the San Jacinto, Tex., ordnance depot is not necessary 
to the security and defense of this Nation. This means, of course, insofar as you 
are concerned, this vital and valuable property will be sold to private interests. 
Your position in this matter is incomprehensible in view of the fact that only 
last June, Assistant Secretary of the Army Higgins, accompanied by experts on 


logistics and supply, appeared before the House Armed Services Committee and 
vigorously opposed the disposal of this installation. 
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At that time Secretary Higgins, testifying before the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, stated in part: “Mr. Chairman, for nearly 4 years the Army has pro- 
vided you, this committee, and other committees, and other Members of Congress, 
with testimony and correspondence in defense of the Army position that San 
Jacinto is one of the safest ammunition depots in the country. San Jacinto is 
unlike any other Army installation in that it provides the Army with a dual 
capability of ammunition storage and outloading, ready for immediate response 
in the event of an emergency. This capability must be maintained. The Army 
has continued to advise the Congress that we wish to retain San Jacinto in its 
present location.” 

Mr. Higgins then went on to point out the vital role of the San Jacinto Depot 
with its splendid deepwater outloading facilities in supplying ammunition at 
a most critical time in the Korean war. 

Yet within a matter of a few months after this expert testimony you found 
it convenient to make an unpublicized finding that this valuable 5,000-acre 
installation should be sold. Moreover, you reached this decision at a time when 
the crisis with respect to Berlin was completely unresolved, when neither you nor 
anyone else could say what demands upon existing defense facilities might be. 

Also important to this issue is whether a slap in the face has been given 
those representatives of the Department of the Army who such a short time 
ago testified unqualifiedly as to the necessity for retention of this installation. 

I have carefully reviewed your letter of March 6, 1959, to Chairman Vinson 
of the House Armed Services Committee, and other than your statement that 
disposal of the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot will not be inimical to the na- 
tional security I find no explanation for your action. 

I trust you will, at your earliest convenience, provide me with a detailed 
statement as to when and who, specifically, made the thorough study, as stated 
in your letter, upon which your decision was made to dispose of the San Jacinto 
Depot. 


Mr. Bennett. I hate to interrupt at this point, but this is a letter 
from whom to whom ? 

Mr. Gross. This is a letter from me to Secretary of Defense 
McElroy. 

Mr. Bennett. Excuse me. 

Mr. Gross (reading) : 


To put in proper perspective this sudden reversal of position in this matter, 
it is important for the Members of Congress to know whether the representatives 
of the Department of the Army meant what they said in their testimony be- 
fore the Congress in June 1958; whether their position as stated was supported 
by your Department, and whether the position of the Army has now changed. 

Sincerely yours, 


On April 27, 1959, I received the following reply : 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Gross: The Secretary of Defense has asked me to reply to your 
letter of April 24, 1959, concerning the decision to dispose of the San Jacinto 
Ordnance Depot, Tex. 

It is my understanding that the Real Estate and Construction Subcommittee 
of the Armed Services Committee, House of Representatives, in the very near 
future will review in some detail the factors which were considered in arriving 
at the decision that the disposal of San Jacinto will not be inimical to the na- 
tional security. During the course of review by the subcommittee, I am sure 
that the answers to the questions asked in your letter of April 24, 1959, will be 
given in more detail than would be possible in this letter. 

Upon completion of the review by the subcommittee, I will be glad to fur- 
nish you with such additional information as you may require. 

Sincerely yours, 


Fioyp S. Bryant. 


_ On April 29, 1959, in response to the letter I have just read, which 
indicates the Defense Department had neither the time, inclination, 
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or stationery to provide an adequate reply, I again wrote to the Secre- 
tary of Defense as follows: 


Hen. New. H. MoE roy, 
Secretary of Defense, the Pentagon, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. McEtroy: On April 24, 1959, I wrote you a letter asking for an 
explanation of your decision of March 6, 1959, that disposal of the San Jacinto 
(Tex.) Ordnance Depot “will not be inimical” to national defense and security. 

On April 28, 1959, I received a hand-delivered reply from one of your sub- 
ordinates, Mr. Floyd 8S. Bryant, who states in part as follows: 


I will not read it because it is simply a repetition of the letter I just 
read you. 
I said: 


This reply is in the nature of aninsult. I am not a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee as either you or your Mr. Bryant could easily ascertain if you 
cared to do so. Therefore, neither the Armed Services Committee nor any of 
its subcommittees is available to me as a medium of propounding questions in an 
effort to obtain the information which I seek. 

I am a duly elected Member of Congress with every right to seek and obtain 
information from any department or agency of Government having to do with 
matters of public interest. And I call attention to the fact that this subject, 
with the exception of the reasons for your decision, is well documented in the 
records of Congress. 

I again ask you to provide me, at your earliest convenience with a detailed 
statement as to when and who, specifically, made the thorough study, as stated 
in your letter to the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, upon 
which your decision was made to dispose of the San Jacinto depot. I also request 
now that you provide me with a copy of the study upon which you relied for 
your decision. 

Further, I ask you to state whether the representatives of the Department of 
the Army meant what they said when they appeared before the House Armed 
Services Committee only a few months ago and unequivocally opposed the disposal 
of this installation ; whether their position as then stated was supported by your 
Department and whether the position of the Army has now changed. 

Upon mailing my letter of April 24, 1959, I personally telephoned your congres- 
sional liaison officer and asked that he call that letter to your personal attention. 

In reply to this letter, I trust you will not resort to giving me another 
runaround. 

Sincerely. 


On May 7, 1959, Mr. Chairman, two gentlemen from the Depart- 
ment of Defense came to my office bearing a letter which is stamped, 
fore and aft, as “confidential.” These gentlemen also placed before 
me a bound volume, some 8 inches in thickness, each page of which 
was stamped “confidential,” representing the study made by the con- 
sultants who were hired at a cost of $45,000 to the taxpayers appar- 
ently for the purpose of shining the Secretary’s apple of acquiescence 
in this deal. 

I read the letter and then asked the Secretary’s representatives why 
it was marked “confidential” since it contained no information which 
by the widest stretch of the imagination could be construed as con- 
fidential or classified. I was told that it was marked “confidential” 
because, stapled between the original and a carbon copy of the letter, 
there was a “confidential” summary consisting of about 200 words 
or less, of the consultants $45,000 report. It was agreed on the part 
of the Secretary’s representatives that disclosure of the contents of 
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the letter would in nowise give aid and comfort to any enemy, poten- 


tial or otherwise, and I now read it to you: 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

Dear Mr. Gross: I appreciate your concern as to the disposal of the San 
Jacinto Ordnance Depot and your interest in preserving essential defense assets, 
as expressed in your letter of April 29, 1959. I know that Assistant Secretary 
Bryant meant no affront to you in his reply to your earlier letter of April 24, 
and I agree with him that a more clear understanding of the reasons for my 
decision in this matter could be obtained during the review of the subject by 
the Armed Services Subcommittee rather than through correspondence. 

As you know, I, as Secretary of Defense, was compelled to make certain deci- 
sions as to San Jacinto as a result of the language of Public Law 685, 85th 
Congress. To aid me in reaching these decisions I decided to retain the services 
of the consultant firm of Booz, Allen & Hamilton to make a detailed and 
impartial analysis of all ammunition outloading facilities and specifically to 
make a recommendation as the essentiality of our retaining the San Jacinto 
Ordnance Depot. Booz, Allen & Hamilton is one of the oldest and largest 
consulting firms in the United States, and during the past few years has con- 
ducted a number of studies in the logistics field for the Department of Defense 
and the military departments. 

On the basis of that report and all other advice available to me, I concluded 
that under present conditions San Jacinto is no longer essential to defense 
needs. This conclusion was conveyed to the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House by identical letters from me dated 
March 6, 1959, of which I enclose a copy herewith for your information. 

The Booz, Allen and Hamilton report dealing with San Jacinto, about which 
you inquired, is a lengthy one. In order to aid you I enclose summaries of 
the most pertinent portions. I am asking my assistant who brings you this 
letter to take the full report with him, in order that you may have an oppor- 
tunity to compare it with the Summaries enclosed. I suggest, however, that 
the summaries may be sufficient for your purposes. 

Sincerely yours, 
Nem McELroy. 


I submit, Mr. Chairman, that in all this correspondence I obtained 
virtually no information. On the contrary, I got a beautiful, bureau- 
cratic runaround. 

Since I am not permitted to ask questions of the witnesses pres- 
ently before the subcommittee, I now suggest the following questions 
in the hope that members of the subcommittee can obtain the infor- 
mation for me: 

(1) Why was San Jacinto singled out by the Defense Department 
as the first ordnance depot to be abandoned as compared with all 
others in the Nation ? ; 

(2) What consideration, if any, was given by the Defense Depart- 
ment to holding San Jacinto in a standby status in view of what we 


are told is a critical world situation 
(Below are set out responses of the Department of Defense :) 


Answer to question (1) 

The provisions of section 109 of Public Law 85-685 made it mandatory that 
San Jacinto be disposed of when it had been established that there was a 
substantial surplus of ammunition outloading and storage facilities on the 
east and gulf coasts. 

Answer to question (2) 

Full consideration was given to holding San Jacinto in standby for mobiliza- 
tion purposes, however, such action could not be justified in the light of sub- 
stantial capability on the east and gulf coasts which is in excess of mobiliza- 
tion requirements. 


Mr. Putter. Will the gentleman suspend one moment? 
Mr. Gross. Yes. 
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Mr. Putter. I would like to suggest to the Secretary of the Army 
and representatives of the Defense Department who are here that 
they make a note of these questions that are béing propounded by 
the learned gentleman, so that at the proper time they may answer 
them as he requests. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Puitern. You may proceed, Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(1) Did the Department of Defense, prior to the appearance of 
Secretary Higgins and his experts on ordnance and logisties only last 
June, approve the unqualified position of the Army that San Jacinto 
“must be maintained”? If not, why did the Defense Department 
fail to make known its opposition to the committee and to Congress ? 


Anawer to question (1) 

The prepared statement of Assistant Secretary of the Army Higgins presented 
to the House Armed Services Committee on June 10, 1958, was not submitted 
to the DOD prior to the hearing on that date. Therefore, the position of the 
Department of the Army as stated therein was not given prior approval by 
the DOD. The DOD was not present at the June 10, 1958, hearing and there- 
fore was not in a position to comment on the statement of Assistant Secretary 
of the Army Higgins. 


Secretary Bryant stated yesterday that Secretary McElroy hired 
an outside consulting firm at a cost of $45,000 because he wanted a 
‘“noninterested” group to survey ordnance facilities. (2) What does 
he mean by “noninterested”? Does he mean that Army personnel in 
this field are incompetent or so prejudiced as to be unreliable? Why 
did he not use management engineers in the Navy and Air Force 
and save the taxpayers this bill of expense? Is this private firm 
still on the Defense Department payroll and continuing its studies? 


Answer to question (2) 

A consultant firm was retained in order to provide an outside overall review 
so that the Secretary of Defense could more effectively evaluate the total DOD 
situation in arriving at his decision as required by Public Law 85-685. It had 
no bearing on the competence of Army personnel. It merely recognized the 
fact that the Army studies were based upon their own facilities versus their 
requirements rather than total DOD facilities and requirements. Furthermore, 
such an important determination necessitated an exhaustive study, and current 
duties of staff personnel precluded completion of such a detailed study within 
a reasonable time. 

In further answer to the question, the firm of Booz, Allen & Hamilton is now 


conducting the final phase of of the overall study so that a decision may be 
made regarding other ammunition facilities which may not be needed to meet 


total DOD storage and outloading requirements. 

(3) Does the Defense Department place any value on the credence 
which Members of Congress give to the testimony of witnesses appear- 
ing in behalf of the armed services? If so, what are we supposed to 
believe and accept as fact when the Department of the Army says its 
position in opposition to the closing of the San Jacinto has not changed 
in any respect, but it has been forced to comply to capitulate and for 
all practical purposes “eat crow”? 

Answer to question (3) 

With regard to factual data, it should be noted that the DOD study included 
overall capacities and requirements which were not considered in the Army 
studies. Furthermore, the position of the Army is based upon certain inherent 


advantages (p. 47, lines 3-12) which are not related to capacity or requirements 
and, while these advantages may be desirable, they were considered by the 








1816 


Secretary of Defense to be not of sufficient importance to warrant a finding that 
the disposal of San Jacinto would be inimical to the security of the United States. 

(4) What disposition is to be made of the $120 million worth of 
ammunition that the Army testified was stored in.the San Jacinto 
Depot as of last June? 


Answer to question (4) 

As much as practical will be issued to meet current requirements. The re- 
mainder that is serviceable, or can be economically renovated, will be moved to 
other depots. Any unserviceable ammunition requiring destruction will be 
dumped at sea. 

Yesterday, the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, 
Mr. Vinson, stated in effect that with the abandonment of San Jacinto, 
ammunition storage facilities in this country would still be in excess 
of requirements. Yet less than a year ago he was adamant in his 
position that some $44 million would have to be expended to build 
a replacement for San Jacinto at Point Aux Pins? It would be 
interesting to know on what information he based his position less 
than a year ago. Or have several ordnance depots been constructed in 
the past 10 months to the extent of ¢: ausing an excess of such facilities 

Representatives of the Harris County Houston Ship Channel Navi- 
gation District are now figuratively breaking their necks to obtain 
use of several hundred acres of the 5,000 acres that comprises the 
San Jacinto depot. Were they asleep last year when the disposal 
bill went through Congress¢ Or was it designed that the disposal 
provision not be cluttered by extraneous material / 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me say that on August 13, 195s, I 
wrote to President Eisenhower urging him to veto H.R. 13015, the 
military construction bill, pointing out to him the provision dealing 
with San Jacinto and the testimony given by representatives of 
the Department of the Army. 

On August 21, 1958, I received the following letter: 


THE WuHite House, 
Washington. 

Dear Mr. Gross: I gave careful consideration to the points you made in your 
letter of August 13 in which you urged me to veto H.R. 13015, the military 
construction authorization bill. After weighing all the factors, I concluded 
that the provisions you discussed in your letter, while highly undesirable, did 
not warrant disapproval of the entire bill in view of the many desirable 
features that it contained. 

I did however greatly appreciate your interest in writing me. 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT EISEN ROWER. 

Mr. Chairman, President Eisenhower is on record as stating last 
Suge that the provision in law, enacted less than a year ago, which 
makes possible the closing of the San Jacinto Depot, is not only 
undesirable but it is “highly undesirable.” 

I say to you that the closing of this installation, under the condi- 
tions and aroma that exists, should not be approre Moreover, as 
the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Arends, said yesterday it will set 
a precedent that will live to haunt the Armed Services Committee 
and all the Members of Congress. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puta. Thank you, Mr. Gross, for a very thorough and force- 
ful statement. 
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Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puitern. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Vinson. In view of the fact that the distinguished—our dis- 
tinguished’ colleague made reference to my statement yesterday—I 
have Mr. Bryant’s statement on page 3: 

The total amount of Department of Defense magazine storage space which is 
available is 69,600,000 square feet. Storage space required on the DOD mobiliza- 
tion reserve material requirement is 52,200,000 square feet. 

From that statement, there appears to be a surplus of storage fa- 
cilities of 17 million square feet. 

Mr. Gross. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, I then reiterate my question 
of why were we asked less than a year ago to appropriate $44 mil- 
lion for a replacement for San Jacinto? 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I will state the reason why. Because 
that was the viewpoint of only one department. It was the view- 
point of the Army. The Army did not visualize the square foot- 
age—the number of square feet available of the whole service. They 
were looking at it entirely from their own standpoint. 

The report which the Secretary based his letter to the committee 
on is an overall picture. That is the only way to look at it. From 
an overall picture, we do have 17 million square feet of space that 
is not necessary in case of a national emergency and a complete mo- 
bilization, from Mr. Bryant’s letter. That is all. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puiretn. Thank you. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr, Chairman, in view of what you said—— 

Mr. Pricer. Are there any further questions of the witness? 

Mr. Arenps. A little while ago when you mentioned to the wit- 
ness that the questions he raised might well be taken down by the 
gentlemen who are in attendance, do you expect to have those an- 
swers provided for the record ? 

Mr. Putten. Yes, we will have them provided for the record. 

Mr. Arenps. Right. 

Mr. Puttsrn. We would like to get an answer to the questions 
which were propounded. 

Now, do you have something ? 

Mr. Arenps. Yes. I would like to have Mr. Johnson, if he would, 
Mr. Courtney Johnson. 

Mr. Putter. Secretary Johnson, would you take the witness chair. 

Mr. Arenps. Before I ask him one question, Mr. Chairman, let 
me say I appreciate very much the opportunity this morning—I was 
not able to be here throughout the hearing yesterday, but I took the 
time to read the testimony that was pres sented during my absence 
from the subcommittee hearing on yesterday. 

Before I bring the question. to you, Mr. Johnson, let me say, unless 
there be some misunderstanding on the part of the subcommittee or 
those who are in attendance in the room, that I fully well recognize 
when the rug has been pulled out from under me. 

So I am holding no illusions what is going to happen. In fact, in 

reading the testimony, it is alveady a fait accompli, what is going to 
Maiesaey So that is that. But that does not permit me in my own 
mind’and my own conscience to forgo what I believe to be an unusual 
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procedure and a precedent, which I repeat, as I said on yesterday, 
may rise to haunt us in time to come on this particular committee. 

Now, I would like to make one other statement as to the business 
about safety on which so many of them are trying to drive the peg 
to hang their hat. 

Of course, during times of war when shipment of ammunition is 
necessary, Why there is always a question of safety, regardless of 
whether it be at San Jacinto or anywhere else. But the fact remains 
that in any possible war that may come to us, it isn’t a question of 
asking for a lot of time to load a lot of ammunition and it isn’t a 
question of any potential enemy seeking out San Jacinto, because that 
is not where they are going. They will be attacking some other place, 
of far more vital importance than anything down there. So this 
question of safety is just something that is a byissue as far as I am 
concerned. We just as well forget it. 

Mr. Johnson, yesterday in a couple of instances you were queried 
as to the position of the Army now in relationship to the position 
you took last year. Without me or anyone else trying to put words 
into your mouth, I wish you would in your own way and your own 
manner proceed to state your position for the record as to how you 
feel—how the Department of the Army feels at the present. time. 

Secretary Jounson. Congressman Arends—Mr. Chairman—lI will 
try to cover this in as much detail as I can. 

The Department of the Army presented their views on the reten- 
tion of San Jacinto not only to the Armed Services Committee but 
also to the Secretary of Defense. 

They presented these views in great detail and there was much 
discussion. 

In other words, the Department of the Army had a complete hear- 
ing on this point. 

A study was instituted as to the needs for ammunition loading 

capacity, ammunition storage capacity and outloading capacity, and 
that study 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Secretary, could you speak just a little bit 
louder ? 

Secretary JoHnson. Yes. 

And that study, which you are all familiar with, was also presented 
to the Secretary of Defense. 

There were certain items in that study that the Army disagreed with 
and expressed their disagreement. They were largely factual items. 

The Secretary of Defense also had that information. 

As a result of the Army position and as a result of the study results, 
the Secretary of Defense reached a decision. That decision was im- 
posed upon him by the bill that Congress had passed, and he made a 
decision. 

The position of the Army is that we are accepting that decision and 
complying with it. 

Mr. Arenps. I repeat, I do not want to put words in your mouth. 

Secretary Jounson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arenps. But if I might ask you this question. Then summing 
it up in one sentnece: As far as the position you took only a year ago 
the necessity of San Jacinto so far as your Department was concerned 
remained the same ? 
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Secretary Jounson. Congressman, I think I would have to go into 
some detail to answer that question. 

As I remarked yesterday, one of the first considerations as far as 
the Department of the Army is concerned was that San Jacinto is in 
existence. It isa fine facility. It is all paid for. It doesn’t require 
any further money to be spent. And secondly, it is in a good position 
for outloading from our midwestern storage points. And it is the 
only facility where we have storage and outloading in the same area, 
which offers advantages—several advantages. 

One is that somewhat faster delivery of ammunition could be made in 
an emergency. 

The second is that it offers the opportunity to make mixed shiploads 
which might not be offered if the ammunition is shipped in by rail. 

In the opinion of the Army those conditions still exist. 

I couldn’t say anything differently because that is purely a question 
of fact. 

Now, it has been brought out, however, by the study that there is an 
excess of ammunition storage capacity. 

I think the question that would run through my mind is where is 
it and what is it and just what kind of storage capacity is it? In 
other words, a question of whether it is as good as what we have at 
San Jacinto and offers all the advantages that San Jacinto has. 

That undoubtedly was considered in the Secretary of Defense’s deci- 
sion, and the answer was that the storage capacity that is available 
was sufficient without the San Jacinto, Again, I say we are accept- 
ing that decision. 

Mr. Arenps. I shall not pursue the question any further. 

Secretary JouHnson. Sir, I am not trying to be evasive. 

Mr. Arenps. No, you are not. I understand. I understand ex- 
actly. That is fine, Mr. Johnson. Thank you so much, 

Mr. Puttar. Mr. Osmers. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask Mr. Johnson, the wit- 
ness, whether the decision by the Secretary of Defense was based upon 
the overall ammunition storage and outloading or merely the Depart- 
ment of Army facilities ? 

Secretary Jounson. It was based on the overall situation, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. The overall. 

There is one other question which the witness may be able to 
answer. 

Mr. Puitery. May I interrupt for one moment ? 

Mr. Osmers. Yes. 

Mr. Puier. What was your answer to your last question? It 
was based on the overall needs of the Army ? 

Secretary JoHnson. Overall situation. 

Mr. Osmers. Overall situation of the Department of Defense? 

Secretary Jounson. All the storage facilities in the Department of 
Defense and all the port facilities in the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Osmers. That is the way I understood the answer. 

Secretary JoHNson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. Now, just to clarify one point. Yesterday an amend- 
ment was offered which would reserve, as I understand the amend- 
ment, some 400 acres for spoil disposal. Is that a sufficient acreage, 
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Mr. Johnson, in your opinion for the spoil disposal that may be ac- 
complished there, over the next few years, in the canal work? 

Secretary Jounson. Congressman, we have with us here this morn- 
ing Mr. Pearl and Mr. Gurnee of the Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

I would like to ask the chairman if they could answer that ques- 
tion. They are very anxious to present the views of the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Puimsr. Come forward, gentlemen, so that you may answer 
the question. 

Who is going to answer the question first ? 

Mr. Ketiener. Mr. Gurnee, I imagine, is the expert on how much 
land is needed for a civil works projec St. 

Mr. Putsry. All right. - Be seated 

Mr. Jounson. I think it is Mr. Pearl. 

Mr. Prien. Mr. Pearl. 

Mr. Peart. Mr. Chairman, if we could do this by giving you the 
factual data, I think it would probably be better for everybody to 
review that first. 

We have here a map showing the outline of the San Jacinto depot 
and the areas required- -or that we had required for use in connection 
with the channel project. 

The areas outlined in green are the four pieces that would be cut 
away for the str aightening of the channel. This is 118 acres, and this 
is what is in the bill, or in the amendment that Mr. Vinson offered. 

Mr. Osmers. That—Mr. Chairman, the 118 acres as represented by 
the solid green on the map is retained by the Government for channel ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. To be cut away for channel. 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I may say the Senate yesterday ac- 
cepted it and reported the bill out, reserving the 118 acres. 

Mr. Osmers. Very fine. 

Mr. Peart. In the computations for the requirements for the dredg- 
ing, our operations people have determined that it would be necessary 
for the life of the project to have an area of 920 acres as indicated 
along the water front here, outlined in this orange color and along 
here as a dumping ground for spoil over the per iod of the entire life 
of the project, whic h is a 50- -year anticipated life—which ineludes the 
original work of deepening to 40 feet from the 36 feet presently 
authorized, before the new project, and for the maintenance over the 
life of the project. 

Now, this land in here—and I have photographs if you are inter- 
ested in seeing them. This land in here [indicating] is mostly not 
usable in its present form. There are little pieces that are not low 
and marshy, but they aren’ ’t big. So that most of this area of 920 acres 
is low, wet, ‘marshy land now, and will not be usable for industrial 
purposes until it is filled in, in any event. 

The 920 acres is what is estimated as being required to take all of 





the yardage that will come out of the channel during the life of the 


project. 
Mr. Purer. May I inquire whether the filling in is necessary to 


the accomplishment of raising—of deepening the channel ? 
Mr. Peart. Whether the filling in 
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Mr. Puusr. Is the filling in of the portions, the green portions 
indicated there on the map, essential and necessary to the project of 
deepening the channel from 36 to 40 feet # 

Mr. Peart. The green would be cut away. 

Mr. Vinson. Cut away. 

Mr. Putten. Woud be cut away. 

Mr. Keviener. To straighten the channel. 

Mr. Praru. To straighten the channel. 

Mr. Puisry. In other words, that is essentially a part of the im- 
provement to the channel that are now developing? 

Mr. Pear. Yes, sir; that 118 acres is essential. 

Mr. Vrvson. That 118 acres must be cut away away to straighten 
the channel, and that dirt must be put on some spoilage area ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question there 

Mr. Putipin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question there? How 
much was in the contract? What number of acres were suggested 
when the contract was drawn, that we would use for spoilage? Was 
there any specific number of acres set forth ? 

Mr. Peart. Which contract, Mr. Arends? 

Mr. Arenps. Originally when they made the contract with the 
Government, that they would leave a certain amount for spoilage. 

Mr. Peart. Let me go back. 

In 1934 the navigation district acquired an area of 679 acres, in 
here [indicating], and made it available as a spoil disposal area 
by granting to the Government a permanent easement for the spoil- 
age on this area right here. 

In 1941, when the San Jacinto depot was being established, it was 
necessary to acquire this land in fee as an area on which to construct 
a portion of the facilities of the depot. As you can see from this, 
there are igloos built over that entire area. 

Mr. Puitery: So it was never used for spoil disposal ? 

Mr. Peary. Between 1934 and 1941 it was available to be used for 
spoil disposal. But in 1941 we entered into a purchase contract with 
the navigation district. As the navigation district people testified 
yesterday, they included in that contract a provision that said that 
the contract of sale was granted on condition that the navigation 
district be released from its future obligation to furnish spoil disposal 
areas in this reach of the canal. 

Now, between June 1941, when that contract was entered into, and 
April 1942 when the deed was accepted from the navigation district 
for this land, an agreement was made among the agencies of the War 
Départment involved that this area. in here would be built on, but that 
we would spoil on this low area between’ the built-up aréa and the 
channel, as a substitute for this area [pointing]. The deed that the 
navigation district gave to the United States contained in it no reser- 
vation of any kind and no separate release was ever executed. 

Therefore, this spoil area in here does not represent an encumbrance 
on this property, but—— 

Mr. Piectet: That was all released back to the Government in 
1941? 
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Mr. Peart. The Government acquired fee title and since the Gov- 
ernment had the easement, the two merged and the Government had 
full fee title. 

Mr. Puitetn. What was reserved—— 

Mr. Peart. To all of the land. 

Mr. Puitern. What land on the map was reserved in the agreement 
of 1941 ¢ 

Mr. Peart. There was nothing specifically reserved by the naviga- 
tion district. 

However, an agreement was made between the Engineer Corps and 
the Ordnance Corps, that is Ordnance Department at that time, that 
we would spoil on the area between the built-up portion of the depot 
and the channel. 

Mr. ArENps. How many acres? 

Mr. Prearu. There was no acreage indicated, Mr. Arends. 

Mr. Arenps. No mention ? 

Mr. Peart. No mention in this interagency or intradepartmental 
agreement. Just that we would spoil in these low areas. These areas 
are low. 

Mr. Arenps. In other words, I read 800 acres and then an amend- 
ment that says 400 acres. I am just trying to figure out how we 
reached those conclusions. 

Mr. Vinson. Ask him this: How many acres do you find necessary 
for the life of the project, 50 years—from 1934, about 30 more years— 
would be required for spoilage? 

Mr. Peart. Mr. Gurnee, I believe, would be in a better position to 
answer. 

Mr. Vinson. How many acres? 

Mr. Gurnee. It is 1,780 acres of the land that is outlined here. 

Mr. Vinson. That is not my question. 

How many between that land and the marshland do you feel neces- 
sary to complete the necessary, within its 50-year life? 

Mr. Gurnee. We need, sir, 40 million—we need land to dispose of 
40 million acre-feet. It will require—— 

Mr. Vinson. Just tell me in acres. I can’t figure it out in feet. 

Mr. Gurnee. 1,780 acres will be required to build and maintain 
the project for 50 years. 

Mr. Arenps. How many acres? 

Mr. Gurnee. 1,780 acres. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, is that 50 years from the start of the 
project. or 50 years from now ? 

Mr. Gurnee. That is 50 years from the start of the project, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. In 1934? Are you talking about the B0-foot depth 
or the 40-foot depth ? 

Mr. Gurnee. I am talking about the 40-foot project, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. How old is that? 

Mr. Gurnee. That. has not started, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. It is from today. The 50 years is from today, rather 
than 30 years ago? 

Mr. Gurnee. That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, do we find the committee in conflict 
in what they say and what we are going to offer them? 
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Mr. Vinson. We are trying to develop it. 

Mr. Puusin. We are trying to develop the facts. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Chairman—excuse me, Mr. Arends. 

Mr. Arenps. Go ahead. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. You say a total of 1,700-and-some-odd acres needed. 
How much of that included in the area in the center there, which was 
subsequently built on, igloos were built on ¢ 

Mr. Pearu. If I may answer that, Mr. Lankford, these areas out- 
lined in yellow here, which I hadn’t yet mentioned, are what are con- 
sidered to be temporary disposal areas, and by using the terms 
temporary and permanent we do not mean to indicate that we would 
have to keep title to this land We don’t have to keep the title to this 
forever. It would just be an easement to permit spoilage. And we 
outlined these areas particularly because as you see the igloos are 
here and it may be the desire of a purchaser to come in and buy this 
land without having the igloos demolished and instead to put the 
spoilage on top of it and fill the land in in that way and fill the land 
in over the igloos. 

This would give us flexibility in being able to use for the spoilage 
whichever land for the spoilage might be available and which some- 
body wants to buy first. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. But getting back to the basic question, as I under- 
stand it there is 1,720 acres needed for the life of the project, which 
was 50 years from 1934. 

Mr. Pearu. No, sir; the life of the project we are talking—the 40- 
foot project is 50 years from now. 

As was brought out yesterday, the 40-foot project was approved by 
the Act of Congress of July 3, 1958—last year. That project has not 
yet been funded. Construction on the 40-foot project has not yet 
egun. 

Before that act, a 36-foot project had been approved. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, then, the 1,720 acres would encompass the 
part outlined in yellow as well as the part outlined in orange; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Praru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. That is what I am trying to get. 

Mr. Vinson. Of course, we all recognize, Mr. Chairman, that the 
land becomes valuable as it is filled in and the marshland becomes 
high land. 

In the memorandum that they sent to the office, which was called 
to my attention, they needed 118 acres for straightening the channel. 
There is no doubt about that. So that was the amendment I sent over 
to the Senate yesterday. Then they said 860 acres for temporary 
spoilage disposal and 920 acres for permanent spoilage disposal area. 

Now, I don’t know whether or not we wanted to set up an area of 
920 acres permanent, because that would lessen the value of the acres 
that are there to be sold. 

There is probably some foundation of fact for a certain number of 
acres, 860 acres, for a temporary spoilage area, and when that is de- 
veloped why then the Government would be in position to sell some 
very valuable property. 

So when I sent the amendment over to the Senate, from the informa- 
tion I had—I thought that based upon the other spoilage area, 400 
acres would be enough. 
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Now, when the bill goes to conference, Mr. Arends is a member of 
the conferees as well as myself, and we will try to work out what is 
the proper number of acres: to be used as a temporary spoil-dispesal 
area. We will have to work that out in conference to see-what is the 
correct amount to put in. 

Of course, we all recognize the fact you have to have spoilage area. 
And the sooner they build it up—the title is in the Government—it 
becomes valuable property. 

So we don’t want:to giveaway more than—I am not impressed with 
your 920 acres for permanent. 

Now, when you get the channel fixed up, why then there is some 
obligation on the community to provide for spoilage area. 

I am perfectly willing, as far as one vote is concerned, to go along 
on a temporary basis. But why should the Government give to this 
great industrial area of Houston rights that it doesn’t give to other 
communities ¢ 

Mr. Peart. We concur in that, Mr. Chairman. When we speak 
of “permanent” we are thinking of 50 years, and we are not thinking 
of the Government retaining title to these areas. 

Mr. Vinson. Then let me get it this way, so I can understand it. 
If you have 860 acres of temporary spoilage area for a certain num- 
ber of years, would not that be giving you plenty of area to use for 
your spoilage disposal? Plus the 118 acres to straighten the channel. 

Mr. Gurnee. Our problem, sir, is that we need a certain acreage 
during the construction period. As a matter of fact your 400 acres 
would just about serve that purpose. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. You are going to have 860 acres. If you 
have 860 acres—that is what you w: anted, and I reduc ‘ed it down, based 
upon what you had in the first instance of spoilage—down to 400 
acres. We will have a conference on this. 

Mr. Pear. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Arends and I will be on the conference. We all 
recognize your problem. It is just a question of giving you how 
much land you need. 

Mr. Peart. May 

Mr. Vinson. And withholding that amount from the sale. 

Mr. Peart. We would sell the land subject to our right to do it, if 
GSA wanted to do that. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, that is right. 

Mr. Pearu. In other words, we would turn land over to GSA now 
and Mr. Floete could then sell the land 

Mr. Vinson. Subject. 

Mr. Peart. Subject to our right to fill it in. 

Mr. Vinson. Of course. The more you fill it in, the more valuable 
it becomes. - 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. I would a heap rather work it the other way. I would 
rather withhold it from sale, use it as a disposal area, and then you 
level the land off and raise it 5 or 6 feet and you have a valuable 
piece of property. 

Mr. Pearu. Well, that would be a determination for Mr. Floete. 

One other observation, if I may, Mr. Chairman, on the term of 10 
years. I would just like the record to show, as I indicated before, 
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this project has not yet been funded and we do not know when the 
funds will be appropriated. So we do not know exactly when it will 
start. 

The initial period of contract for the construction without any 
future maintenance would take a period of about 6 or 7 years. 

So if it is funded within the next 4 years, the 10-year period would 
just wind up with the end of the initial construction contract. 

Mr. Vinson. That may be—— 

Mr. Pearv. But if it is not funded at that time, then 10 years is not 
long enough for the initial contract. 

Mr. Vinson. Allr ight. We will work that out. 

Mr. Peary. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. We saved it by putting the amendment in yesterday. 
Otherwise, Mr. Floete would have to have sold it all. 

Mr. Peart. And we appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Putin. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. If there weren’t any Federal installation here at all, 
no Federal land owned, and you were going to go ahead with this 
deepening of the harbor or deepening of the channel project, where 
would you look for your spoilage area in that instance? 

Mr. Peart. Well, as I indicated a minute ago, Mr. Bennett, the 
navigation district had made available a spoil-disposal area in 1934, 
679 acres, which we incorporated into the depot when we—by pur- 
chase from the navigation district in 1941. Because of that, and in 
addition to that, in 1957 when the navigation district commented on 
the plan of the district engineer for the construction of this ship 
channel, the navigation district agreed to furnish rights-of-way and 
spoil-disposal areas in other reaches of the channel, but made the 
statement in its letter that this was conditioned upon the availability 
of lands at San Jacinto Depot without charge to the navigation dis- 
trict for both rights-of-way and spoil disposal. And that letter is in 
House Document 350 (85th Cong.), which was the document re- 
ferred to in the act of July 3, 1958, on which basis the project is 
to be built. 

Mr. Bennertr. What I am getting at: If the Federal Government 
does make available to this deepening of the channel project this 
certain number of acres to take care of its spoilage needs and other 
needs in connection with the channel and this represents a deficit as 
to what you need in the entire area, then I assume you would go to 
the community or somewhere else ? 

Mr. Pear. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennetr. Forgetting additional acreage. 

Mr. Peart. The same thing is true here, 

Mr. Bennett. That is exactly what I am talking about. In this 
particular project, if you don’t get what you need, you will go to the 
community and ask the community if it can make it available. 

Mr. Prarv. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Vinson. Wait. Let me ask one question. Excuse me. What 
was the total number of acres given in the first instance? How many? 

Mr. Peart. 679. 

Mr. Vinson. 679? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Vinson. 679. And that was the beginning of the channel? 

Mr. Perarw. In 1934. 

Mr. Vinson. And you took out more spoilage from that date down 
to your depth you have now, than you will take out from now on 
to maintain a deep channel, will you not ? 

Mr. Pearu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Therefore, you don’t need the same number of acres 
of land. That is the way I calculated it yesterday. I knew you had 
679 acres and with that you started the channel and you built your 
channel down to 30 feet. Isn’t it 30 feet ¢ 

Mr. Peart. Thirty-six today. 

Mr. Vinson. What? 

Mr. Pear. Thirty-six feet. 

Mr. Vinson. 36. Now, you want to go 4 feet deeper. And it will 
not require the same spoilage area it did in the first instance. So 
therefore you don’t need as high a number of acres as 679 acres. 

That is the way I figured it. So I thought when we put in there 400 
acres, why it was ample acreage for the spoilage. 

But we will go into that. We have to listen to your engineers. 

Mr. Puivery. Had you finished your question ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Pumein. Mr. Osmers. 

Mr. Osmers. Well, Mr. Chairman, I really don’t have any more 
questions. I would just like to say to the members of the subcom- 
mittee that this matter has been gone into very thoroughly. We 
went into it last year. I think it has been a good thing that we did 
take this time. But so far as the duties of this committee are con- 
cerned, under the law the Secretary of Defense has made his deci- 
sion that the disposal of this facility will not be inimical to the na- 
tional defense and it seems very much to me that we have to come 
down to a question that is to a considerable degree an engineering 
question, rather than a question for the Real Estate Subcommittee 
to decide or even the Armed Services Committee, and that is what 
is the right amount of acreage—— 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Osmers. For the Government to withhold for spoil disposal. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that that is a decision that probably could 
be better reached—it will be approved later on, of course, but that 
could be better reached by the engineering facts. 

Now, we have had figures all the way from 400 acres up to 1,720 
acres. I think on the one hand 400 may be a little short, but 1,700 
would seem to be excessive, just looking at it from here. 

I don’t know just how far the subcommittee can go beyond what 
it has gone. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I think the question raised by the 
distinguished gentleman is very pertinent. That is very pertinent. 
We will have to work and rely heavily on the judgment of the Engi- 
neers. And we will retain whatever amount is the proper number of 
acres for spoilage in the public works bill when it goes to conference. 

Mr. Putter. And the gentleman proposes it should be worked 
out that way. 

Mr. Vinson. That isthe only way you can do it. 
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Mr. Puirer. By reserving enough land to take care of all the 
needs for spoil disposal on the project. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. Strictly speaking, none is reserved un- 
der the law today. It has all to be sold, unless we amend it like it 
was amended yesterday. 

Now, when we go to conference—and I am going to be fair. I just 
figured that in the original instance there were only 679 acres needed. 
It is a 86-foot channel now. They are only going to make it 4 feet 
deeper. They certainly didn’t need 800 acres of spoil-disposal area to 
carry 4 feet. But there is involved in it the 118 acres for straightening 
the channel. They may be absolutely right and if they are, we will 
giveittothem. That isall. 

Mr. Puiterx. And you propose to give them whatever they need 
to complete the project ? 

Mr. Vinson. Exactly. 

Mr. Puiiein. Because after all it was land that was originally 
given by the navigation authority. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Puirstn. And the Government—this committee is desirous of 
protecting it. 

Mr. Bennett. It was given for the 36 feet and not given for the 
40 feet. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes; but we made a trade with them 

Mr. Bennetr. On the 36-foot basis and not on the 40-foot basis. 

Mr. Vinson. We made a trade and took the 679 acres and put stor- 
age facilities—igloos on that property. 

Now, this is only in a 5-mile strip. The balance of the area of the 40 
miles—the community has to furnish it; don’t you see? 

I think the position of Mr. Osmers is well taken. This matter has 
been thrashed out. It has been three times on the floor of the House. 
The Department has reached a decision. The Secretary has taken a 
position. I think it is nothing but right and proper that we should say 
to the full committee that we have no objection to the consideration— 
to favorable disposal of these facilities, and let the full committee then 
decide on a rollcall and everybody vote as he pleases on the matter. 

Now, I want to say that when the public works bill comes in I will 
be glad to consult with Mr. Osmers. As a matter of fact, I would just 
be delighted to put him on the conference. And Mr. Arends, if it is 
satisfactory to Mr. Arends. We will try to give them exactly the 
acres they need, don’t you see? And that is all we can do. 

And the only thing that runs through my mind—all this is off the 
record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Keiitener. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think the gentleman’s 
remarks greatly clarify the entire situation, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Keivener. I have just received a note from Mr. Floete, in con- 
nection with the difficulties of disposal that he raised yesterday. 

Mr. Puipin. Yes. 

Mr. Ketvtener. Because of the ammonia plant being, in a sense, 
a separate property, Mr. Floete would rather the subcommittee ap- 
prove the project as including both the ammonia plant and the am- 
munition dapat 
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Mr. Vinson. Haven't we already approved the ammonia plant? 
Mr. Keiiener. We have, sir, but actually the law as it is written 
would inelude that piece of property, too. The letter of approval, 
I would recommend, should include both pieces of property. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puivern. Mr. Lankford. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. [ simply wanted to point out, Mr. Chairman, the 
matter that Mr. Pearl raised, and that is that it is perfectly possible 
and probable that the original spoil area can be used to fill in over 
the igloos. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, those are engineering questions. We will have 
to work it out. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. That is another possibility. 

Mr. Vinson. We will work it out. 

Mr. Arenps. Yes: in the use of the igloos there is something good 
about this thing. 

Mr. Osmers. 2,000 years from now. 

Mr. Lankrorp. With all this hullabaloo about bomb shelters and 
civil defense, there it 1s. 

Mr. Puiterx. Any further questions or observations? 

Mr. Arenps. I didn’t want to delay this thing, but could we have 
a representative from the Department of Defense, just for the pur- 
pose of asking one question now? I will be through then. 

Mr. Puitsrx. What witnesses ? 

Mr. Arenps. Who represents the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense ¢ 

Mr. Wuirrer. My name is Robert Whittet. 

Mr. Puitsin. Come forward. 

Mr. Wuirrer. I am Special Assistant to Assistant Secretary 
Bryant. 

Mr, Arenps. Fine. Could I ask you this question? On the Booz, 
Allen & Hamilton report, as I understand it was marked “Confi- 
dential.” Is that right ? 

Mr. Wuirrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Arenps. Is there any reason at all why the findings should not 
go into the hearings in this matter ? 

Mr. Wuirrer. Beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Arenps. Is there any reason why the findings should not go 
into the hearings on this matter? Because very frankly I see noth- 
ing confidential about them. 

Mr. Wuirrer. Well, I think, Mr. Arends, that one of the principal 
reasons for classifying it as confidential is that it discloses a marked 
deficit in capacity on the west coast. 

In my opinion, that is the principal reason for classifying it 
as confidential. 

Mr. Arenps. A marked deficit / 

Mr. Ke.tener. Supposing that were eliminated from it ? 

Mr. Wuirrer. I think our security people had better reply on that, 
sir. 

Mr. Vinson. I think, Mr. Chairman, as long as the Department 
classifies anything confidential, it is not for us to pass judgment. It 
is for the Department. If we begin to say that we don’t agree with 
the Department and we put in things that they classify as confi- 
dential—of course, I don’t see the substance 
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Mr. Ketiener. The summary does not have anything in it about the 
west coast at all. 

Mr. Arenps. There is nothing about the west coast in it at all. I 
don’t. want. to declassify it. It is classified as merely confidential. 

Mr. Putter. Mr. Osmers. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer a motion that the 
subcommittee approve of disposal project No. 136A and that the proj- 
ect. include the ammonia plant and subject to the final decision on the 
proper amount of acreage that should be retained by the Government 
for spoil disposal. 

Mr. Vinson. I second the motion. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Second the motion. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to the motion the 
gentleman makes, but I would like to complete with this witness if 
possible, I just got started. 

Mr. Osmers. Oh, I am sorry. 

Mr. Puupry. We will withhold the motion until the questioning is 
completed. 

Mr. Arenps. The next question is this: In relation to the conclu- 
sion reached by Booz, Allen & Hamilton, and in referring solely to 
their findings on the east coast and not the west coast, is 1t possible 
for us to learn, the members of the subcommittee or the full com- 
mittee, as to any recommendations they made in relation to other stor- 
age depots, ammunition depots, after San Jacinto, or have they 
reached just one recommendation, namely, on San Jacinto? 

Mr. Wuirrer. They have not designated other depots which should 
be identified as excess. That is a part of a study which is continuing. 

Mr. Arenps. Well, let’s put it this way, then. Assuming there are 
15 or 20 other depots and their recommendation is they are too much, 
then it is the determination of your Department to make 1, 2,3, which 
ones go out next ‘ 

Mr. Wurrrer. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Arenps. Is that being studied at this particular time? 

Mr. Wuirtrer. That is being studied at the present time. 

Mr. Arenps. Do you expect. to come up here with a recommendation 
for the removal of other depots because of this surplus? 

Mr. Wurrrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Arenps. In a relatively short time ? 

Mr. Wuirter. I assume by the end of this calendar year. 

Mr. Arenps. Because we have had rather expeditious action on this. 
would imagine you would be able to move pretty quickly on the other. 
Mr. Wuirret. I would assume so. 

Mr. Arenpbs. I would think so; yes. Thank you. 

Mr. Putter. If there are no further questions, I would like to have 
Mr. Osmers again state his motion. 

Mr. Osmers. I again renew my motion as previously offered, and to 
add the words “channel rectification.” 

Mr. Vinson. Second the motion. 

Mr. Puitern. The motion is seconded. Without objection the proj- 
ect, will be approved and favorably reported to the full committee. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, in that connection I want to say, if it 
is satisfactory, I would like—as the chairman of the full committee 
he has to necessarily deal with the construction bill, I would like Mr. 
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Osmers to try to develop with the Engineers—he and Mr. Kelleher— 
the actual number of acres that is required, so we will have all the in- 
formation when we go to conference. 

I would like to ask Mr. Osmers, if it is satisfactory with the minor- 
ity, to serve as a conferee on the public works bill, as representing the 
viewpoint of the subcommittee on this phase of it. 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Chairman, on this conference report, I will ap- 
point conferees 

Mr. Vinson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ARENDs. On our side. 

Mr. Vinson. You always do. 

Mr. Arenps. Yes; thank you. 

Mr. Vinson. I always consult you. 

Mr. Puitprn. Mr. Kelleher, is there any further business before the 
committee ? 

Mr. Keixener. There is not, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, may I make one remark, please ? 

I would like to thank Chairman Vinson for his very prompt action 
in relation to this spoil-disposal area which makes possible the cal- 
culations which you are now about to make. This is very prompt 
and the Army is very appreciative of it. 

Mr. Puen. We want to thank you and the other witnesses who 
gave us testimony on this matter. 

Mr. Jonnson. Thank you. 

Mr. Pumern. If there is no further business, the subcommittee will 
be adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 
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